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Introduction 
Background Description of Assessment Centers 
Assessment centers have proved to be one of the most well 
accepted and popular programs for the selection of management 
personnel to come out of the field of industrial psychology in 
recent years. Evidence for the support of the assessment 
center technique comes from a large number of papers being 
published in the area (cf., Pinkie, 1976) as well as from sup­
portive federal court decisions (cf., Hoyle, 1975). Finkle 
(1976) estimates that as of 1973 over 1,000 organizations had 
adopted assessment center programs, and the number of installa­
tions since that time has certainly increased. 
The assessment center technique is a "group-oriented, 
standardized series of activities which provide a basis for 
judgments or predictions of human behaviors believed or known 
to be relevant to work performed in organizational settings" 
(Finkle, 1976, p. 861). Although there are a number of dif­
ferences among assessment center programs with respect to the 
purposes of the programs, the choice and training of assessors, 
the choice of techniques used, the methods of collecting, 
weighing, and recording data, approaches to reporting and feed­
back, research conducted, and professional guidance provided, 
there are notable similarities among all programs (Finkle, 
1976). Among these similarities are: assessment in groups, 
and the use of multiple techniques, with emphasis on situational 
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exercises (see Finkle & Jones, 1970, and Finkle, 1976, for 
further elaboration of assessment center techniques). 
One of the most important assets of the assessment center 
technique is that it provides quantitative data as the founda­
tion on which to base differential decisions regarding selec­
tion, placement, job rotation, training and development. The 
quantitative data are in the form of numerical ratings which 
are given for each dimension or trait sampled (such as leader­
ship skills, human relations skill, decision making, etc.) for 
each exercise in which the dimension is measured, based upon 
concensus among several assessors. A summary rating for each 
trait or dimension represents the average rating (either 
weighted or not) over all the exercises in which that component 
is measured. 
Validity. The predictive validity of assessment center 
ratings has for the most part been positive and consistent. 
Particularly notable for the validity of its predictions of 
managerial effectiveness has been the American Telephone and 
Telegraph program (Bray, Campbell, & Grant, 1974) where 
criterion contamination was completely controlled. Of 22 
studies reviewed by Byham (1971), 15 were positive with only 
one negative finding. Cohen, Moses, and Byham (in Byham & 
Wettengel, 1974) reported a median correlation of .40 between 
assessment center ratings of promotional potential and number 
of promotions above first level, and a median correlation of 
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.63 when assessment center judgments were compared with 
managers* ratings of candidate's promotional potential. In 
addition, respectable validities have been obtained for women 
(Moses & Boehm, 1975) and for minorities (Jaffee, Cohen, & 
Cherry, 1972; Huck & Bray, 1976). The overall acceptance of 
assessment centers as valid predictors of management potential 
has been well-documented, perhaps to the point that research 
interest is declining in the validational area as a whole, as 
Klimoski and Strickland (1977) noted after a review of over 90 
studies in which they found few validity studies per se being 
published after 1972. 
Reliability. Studies in a number of organizations have 
also shown that, in terms of reliability of overall measure­
ment, the assessment center method appears moderate but not 
outstanding. Reliability studies using the test-retest method 
for the overall assessment rating (Bray, Campbell, & Grant, 
1974; Mcconnell & Parker, 1972) have calculated the reliability 
of judgments about overall performance in individual exercises 
(Bray & Grant, 1966; Glaser, Schwartz, & Flanagan, 1958; 
Greenwood & McNamara, 1967) and have evaluated the inter-
rater judgments registered on an overall basis for specific 
traits or characteristics (Bray & Grant, 1966, McConnell & 
Parker, 1972; Thompson, 1970). McConnell and Parker (1972), 
for instance, found test-retest reliability for an N of 21 to 
be r - .74, and Bray and Grant (1966) found that, although all 
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of the techniques used in a Bell System assessment center made 
some contribution to the overall assessment evaluations, 
situational methods (group exercises and In-Basket) had con­
siderable influence, paper-and-pencil ability tests had some­
what less influence, and personality questionnaires the least 
influence. 
Differential reliability and validity. However, as 
Hinrichs and Haanpera (1976) noted, while these reliability 
and validity results are adequate for making overall decisions 
within the straightforward managerial selection paradigm, the 
measurement requirements for individual decisions in the place­
ment or development situation demand something more. In line 
with Fleming and Sells' (Note 1) suggestion for more thrust on 
individual rather than actuarial use of the assessment method, 
Hinrichs and Haanpera (1976) used an internal consistency 
reliability model within each assessment dimension from a 
multinational study to determine whether all of the individual 
dimensions of assessment were being measured reliably and 
consistently across the different situational exercises. They 
found that the average overall internal consistency reliability 
of measurements making up the summary rating (N = 369) using 
Cronbach's coefficient alpha was .49. However, the reliabili­
ties ranged from a low of -.04 for administrative ability to a 
high average internal consistency reliability of .73 for oral 
communications indicating that "the reliability of measurements 
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of some assessment centers leaves something to be desired, at 
least in terms of differential measurement" (p. 39). 
In a similar vein, Klimoski and Strickland (1977) pointed 
to the fact that, while much attention has been given to the 
overall predictive validity paradigm in assessment center 
research, little emphasis has been placed on what may be the 
heart of the matter - the differential predictability and 
appropriateness of various criteria (cf., Wallace, 1965, 1974) 
used in assessment center research. They suggested that 
alternative predictors (e.g., biographical data, peer nomina­
tions, etc.) and alternative criteria (e.g., performance it­
self rather than advancement levels or supervisory ratings) be 
identified and evaluated, preferably in comparative studies 
where "the practices and policies and perhaps the product and 
technologies of organizations should be considered important 
moderators of assessment center validity" (p. 359). 
Thus the trend in assessment center research seems to be 
directed now toward the internal characteristics of the 
assessment procedure per se with emphasis focused on the dif­
ferential reliabilities and validities inherent in assessment 
data. This trend in large part reflects the increased atten­
tion given in current industrial-organizational theorizing to 
situational or contingency views of organizational behavior 
(e.g., Feidler,- 1971? Magnusen, 1977; Schneider, 1978 ) where 
complexities of organizational behavior are analyzed more 
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meaningfully by use of moderator variables such as differential 
tasks involved, differential structures, technologies, incen­
tive systems, "climates," or differences among the people 
involved. 
Statement of the Problem 
One of the moderators which has not been examined to date 
in the assessment center literature concerns the impact of the 
particular assessment situation or exercise on the overall 
rating. That is, are overall ratings given to assessees on 
individual trait dimensions consistent over all the various 
exercises on which they are assessed, or are behaviors and/or 
performance ratings variable across the various exercises, 
i.e., do they exhibit situational specificity? Because the 
usual composition of assessment exercises is chosen to sample 
behaviors in a variety of situations (from paper-and-pencil 
tests, to one-on-one situations, to larger group interactions) 
it could be expected that, for any individual, performance in 
assessment might largely be a function of the particular 
assessment situation rather than of any broadly consistent 
cross-situational trait, dimension, or construct. One person 
might, for instance, be very "adaptable" in an exercise where 
he/she had to deal primarily with data, while showing little 
"adaptable" behavior in a situation which required interaction 
with peers. Therefore, as the Hinrichs and Haanpera (1976) 
data suggest, internal consistency reliability for different 
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assessment dimensions might reflect what Mischel (1968) has 
termed a heightened "discriminative facility" on the part of 
at least some individuals in the assessment situation. That 
is, situation-specific performance (i.e., variable performance 
across exercises) as indicated by a low internal consistency 
reliability index or other similar measure might set the 
responding individual apart from other persons who exhibit 
consistent (i.e., invariant) performance across exercises. 
These intra-individual consistency differences might in turn 
be differentially related to performance on certain criterion 
measures or to distinguishing background variables. 
Thus, there are two objectives to the present research. 
The first is to determine whether situation-specific behavior 
occurs in assessment center performance, and the second is to 
determine whether inconsistent and consistent performers in 
assessment can be differentiated or distinguished on the basis 
of both predictor and criterion measures. 
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Literature Review 
The background for the search for trans-situational con­
sistencies in behavior comes from two parallel developments 
in the history of psychology. The first line of development 
comes primarily from classic psychometric theory and is repre­
sented most adequately by the works of Ghiselli (1956, 1960a, 
1960b, 1963) in the area of industrial psychology. The second 
line of development emerges from the area of personality 
psychology and is probably best represented currently by the 
writings of Endler (e.g., 1975, 1976), and Endler and Magnusson 
(1976a, 1976b), Mischel (1973), and Bowers (1973). First, 
attention will be focused on the use of moderator variables in 
differential reliability and validity as exemplified by 
Ghiselli (1963). 
Psychometric Background 
While Saunders (1956) was among the first researchers to 
draw attention to the use of moderator variables in prediction, 
Ghiselli (1963) later pointed out that, although classic 
psychometric theory holds that errors of measurement and of 
prediction are of the same magnitude for all individuals and 
over the entire range of scores, (i.e., errors are taken to be 
random and scores are combined additively), there is a great 
body of evidence that indicates that there are systematic 
individual differences in error and in the importance a given 
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trait has in determining a particular level of performance. 
Recognizing the possibility of interactive effects among 
variablesr Ghiselli stated that it then follows that reliabil­
ity and validity can be improved by selecting out from the 
total group those individuals for whom error is small. In a 
series of studies (1956, 1960a, 1960b), Ghiselli demonstrated 
that individual errors in measurement and prediction may them­
selves be predicted by a moderator. 
General procedure. In essence, the procedure involves 
(1) separating a group of subjects for whom there is little 
difference between parallel forms of a test (error of measure­
ment) or between standard criterion and standard test scores 
(error of prediction) from a group for whom the difference is 
large, and then (2) determining which moderators (e.g., age, 
education, or scores from other tests) are related to differ­
ences in error. Controlling for errors of measurement and 
prediction and being able to predict those errors can thus be 
demonstrated to enhance both reliability and validity, as 
shown by previous studies as well (e.g., Abelson, 1952; 
Berdie, 1961; Fiske, 1957; Fiske & Rice, 1955; Fredericksen & 
Melville, 1954; Holzman, Brown, & Farquhar, 1954; Hoyt & 
Norman» 1954). 
There are several values to differentiating within a group 
those individuals whose scores are more reliable from those 
whose scores are less reliable. First, for some administrative 
decisions (such as selection or placement), it might be helpful 
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to have some indication of whether a given individual is 
measured with a small or large error. Second, with a lower 
error of measurement, validity could be enhanced. And, third, 
in some situations (e.g., where it is necessary that work does 
not vary from one period to another) it might be highly 
desirable to predict the extent of intra-individual variability 
in performance. In the case of validity, the value of such 
differentiation lies in the fact that a reduction in error 
means more accurate prediction and hence the selection of 
higher performing individuals (Ghiselli, 1963, p. 83). 
Is variability a trait? The question of whether variabil­
ity is a trait in itself has generated some controversy. 
Ghiselli (1963) indicated that, while some research suggests 
that such "undesirable" traits as lack of personality integra­
tion and low motivation are associated with larger error, 
there is generally a high degree of specificity in the modera­
tors found to be related to differential reliability and val­
idity. Thus it would appear to be impossible to state any 
general principles about the nature of the traits which act as 
moderators. Similarly, Fiske (1957) and Fiske and Rice (1955) 
have sought to organize the empirical findings concerning 
intra-individual variability. He found that variability scores 
for psychological tests are as a rule homogeneous, they often 
show intercorrelations among similar tests, and they may 
demonstrate consistent patterns of association with conven­
tional test scores. However, he concluded that there is 
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probably no single general "trait" of variability and that 
"variability tendencies are largely specific to total constel­
lations of stimuli and conditions" (1957, p. 335). 
In a very important recent study, Bern and Allen (1974) 
proposed that consistency may characterize some people in at 
least some areas of behavior. Their study demonstrated the 
point that individuals may display some consistency in some 
behavior patterns but not in others. For example, one person 
may show relatively consistent friendliness, another consistent 
dependency, and a third consistent honesty, but no one is 
likely to be consistent with regard to all these dimensions. 
Consistency, thus, may be demonstrated only "for some of the 
people some of the time." 
Most of the research associating variability scores with 
external or independent measures have used personality 
measures which in large part are based on self-report. These 
studies (cf., Cattell, 1943; Cummings, 1939; Fiske & Rice, 
1955; Layton, 1954) have suggested that high variability of 
responses on rating scales and similar instruments with 
ordered response alternatives is associated with manifest 
anxiety and with a tendency to withdraw from interpersonal 
relationships, while low variability is found in subjects who 
are task-oriented and who present themselves in a favorable 
light (cf., Fiske; 1957)^ Moos (1968) has also found that 
indiscriminant responding (i.e., "consistent" behavior over 
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situations) often may be shown by more maladaptive, severely 
disturbed, or by less mature persons than by well-functioning 
ones. 
More recently, Campus (1974) investigated the personality 
correlates of consistency, which she defined and measured by 
the stability of individuals' self-descriptions of needs across 
varying situations. She also found that consistency had a low 
but significant relationship with anxiety (negative) and extra-
version (positive). Positive relationships were also found 
with a need factor involving mastery over the environment and 
with another involving conformity and submissiveness, while a 
negative relationship was found for a factor related to overt 
hostility and hostility turned inward. 
Little additional evidence exists on relationships with 
variability on free response tests or on correlates between 
variability and performance. Mischel (1977) and Block (1977), 
among others, have noted the difficulty in demonstrating 
impressive cross-situational consistency when behavior is 
studied objectively and concluded that standardized, objective, 
specific measures of ongoing behavior tend to provide 
"extremely erratic" consistency evidence and are related to 
personality ratings and self-observations in "uneven" ways. 
The "consistency" problem, exemplified best by Campus' 
(1974) use of the moderating effect of consistency in corre­
lating different measures of the same construct and investi­
gating the personality correlates of consistency brings us to 
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the second avenue of approach toward the search for cross-
situational consistencies in behavior, namely, that deriving 
from personality theory. 
Personality Theory Background 
The trait approach. Historically, the trait model has 
been fundamental in personality theory and research. The 
general assumption that there are broad, relatively stable, 
highly consistent dispositions that pervasively influence the 
individual's behavior across many situations (e.g., Allport, 
1937; Jones & Nisbett, 1971; Kelley, 1967) has been tradi­
tionally accepted. However, a number of early empirical 
studies in which the investigators actually observed behavior 
in vivo across several situations (Dudycha, 1936; Hartshorne & 
May, 1928, 1929; Newcomb, 1929) cast considerable doubt on the 
validity of the consistency assumption. "At the same time 
that the belief in cross situational consistency was suffering 
these empirical blows, stimulus-response behaviorism was pro­
viding the theoretical argument for the counter belief in the 
situational specificity of behavior" (Bern & Allen, 1974, 
p. 503). 
The situational approach. Mischel (1968) was probably 
the most influential advocate of what could be termed the 
"new" situational approach to personality. Based on a review 
of a great number of empirical studies, Mischel stated : 
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"Response patterns even in highly similar 
situations often fail to be strongly related. 
Individuals show far less cross-situational con­
sistency in their behavior than has been assumed by 
trait-state theories. The more dissimilar the 
evoking situations, the less likely they are to 
produce similar or consistent responses from the ' 
same individual. Even seemingly trivial situational 
differences may reduce correlations to zero. Response 
consistency tends to be greatest within the same 
response medium, within self-reports to paper-and-
pencil tests, for example, or within directly observed 
nonverbal behavior. Intra-individual consistency is 
reduced drastically when dissimilar response modes are 
employed. Activities that are substantially 
associated with aspects of intelligence and with 
problem-solving behavior - like achievement behaviors, 
cognitive styles, response speed - tend to be most 
consistent." (Mischel, 1968, p. 177) 
The interactionist approach. Thus a polarity developed 
centering upon the person versus the situation as accounting 
for the major portion of variance in behavior. A large body 
of empirical and theoretical evidence was subsequently or 
simultaneously accumulated to address the person vs. situation 
question (e.g., Alker, 1972; Allport, 1966; Argyle & Little, 
1972; Bem, 1972; Bowers, 1973; Campus, 1974; Endler, Note 2, 
1973b; Endler & Hunt, 1968; Harre & Second, 1972; Mischel, 
1968, 1969, 1973; Moos, 1969; Peterson, 1968; Stagner, Note 3; 
Vale & Vale, 1969; Wachtel, 1973; Wallach & Leggett, 1972). 
What emerged from this body of publications was the notion 
that the person vs. situation confrontation was in most 
respects a "pseudo-issue" (Endler, 1973) and the general 
modification of views among many of the leading personality 
theorists toward what has been termed an "interactionist" 
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position (e.g., Argyle & Little, 1972; Bowers, 1973; Endler, 
1976; Mischel, 1973). Interactionism can be regarded as the 
synthesis of trait psychology and situationism in that neither 
the person per se nor the situation per se is emphasized, but 
the interaction of these two factors is regarded as the main 
source of behavioral variation (see Ekehammar, 1974; and 
Endler & Magnusson, 1976b, for excellent summaries of inter­
actionism in personality). 
Methodological differences. One of the basic differences 
between trait and situationist positions can be explained by 
their inherent methodological biases. The "classical" trait 
view employs correlational and factor analytic techniques by 
which behavioral stability (consistency) is emphasized. Situ­
ationism, on the other hand, tends to employ experimental (or 
operant) techniques, so that behavioral change is noticed to 
the relative de-emphasis of behavioral stability. Most 
empirical studies, however, hàvë shown that the earlier 
methodological tools (correlation and factor analysis) were 
insufficient to put the interactionist theory to the test. 
As Ekehammar (1974) pointed out, the recent analysis of 
variance approach directed toward the comparison of variance 
components (e.g., Endler 6 Hunt, 1968, 1969) makes it possible 
to estimate the relative contribution of different variance 
sources. In this way, the relative magnitude of the person x 
situation interaction can be estimated, and the interactionist 
hypothesis can be tested. As summarized by Bowers (1973), 
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almost all studies employing this approach have shown that the 
person x situation interaction is more important than either 
individual differences or situational differences in explaining 
behavioral variance. These conclusions are derived primarily 
from results of empirical studies in noncognitive personality 
variables and social behavior, including conformity, leadership, 
anxiety, hostility, rigidity, self-confidence, altruism, and 
honesty. 
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Research Objectives 
If interactions rather than main effects account for more 
variance in behavior, it then appears reasonable to test the 
variance components (person, situation, or trait) derived from 
assessment center ratings in much the same manner as has been 
demonstrated in personality theory. Endler (1976) and 
Magnusson and Endler (1977) have pointed out that the theo­
retical propositions for trait theory and interactionism refer 
to observable behavior, yet the measurement models for both 
these theories refer primarily to self-report measures and 
rating scales. "Therefore, much of the data are based on the 
(tenuous) assumption that self-reports are accurate reflections 
of behavior" (Endler & Magnusson, 1976br P- 966). Assessment 
center data thus provide an excellent opportunity to replicate 
many of the results of personality theory while simultaneously 
using relatively more objective and reliable observations on 
which to base analyses of the various factors which influence 
individual behavior. At the same time, it should be recognized 
that the "traits" measured by the assessment center technique 
are relatively more overt (and therefore presumably more 
directly observable) than the more global trait constructs 
previously measured in personality research, and therefore, 
they may not be entirely parallel. 
In summary, the present study represents primarily an 
attempt to assess the relative contribution of various 
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components (i.e., persons x situations x traits) to variance 
in assessment ratings. It is hypothesized that, overall, the 
person x situation interaction will account for a large pro­
portion of variance. However, person x situation interactions 
should be variable across the different traits assessed. Thus, 
there should be smaller interactions (i.e., more trans-
situational consistency) for such relatively stable traits as 
communications skill or personal characteristics, while there 
should be larger interactions (i.e., less trans-situational 
consistency) for more situation-specific behaviors such as 
leadership, adaptability, and administration and organization 
(cf., Hinrichs & Haanpera, 1976). 
The second objective of the present research seeks to 
relate intra-individual consistency measures within assessment 
to both external predictor variables and criterion variables. 
Thus, although intra-individual, cross-situational, variability 
may itself be a moderator variable in tsrms of differential 
predictability, differences between consistent and incon­
sistent groups of assessees may also be related to other 
moderator (i.e., predictor) variables as well. 
19 
Method 
Description of Assessment Procedure and Data 
Traits. The data used in the present study came from a 
supervisory selection assessment program developed by a large 
automotive manufacturing firm in 1971 and installed at a number 
of their plants since that time. The one-day series of assess­
ment exercises was developed to measure the extent to which 
candidates possess skills and characteristics (elsewhere 
refered to as "traits") determined through years of performance 
appraisals to be necessary for good performance on supervision. 
The following list provides examples of the dimensions that 
each trait purports to measure, as provided by the firm. 
1) Decision-making Skill; Problem-solving; reasoning, 
and learning; analytical and decision-making ability; 
creativity; and related areas of mental performance. 
2) Communications Skill: Clarity of communication, 
expressiveness, listening skills, appropriate use of 
language, organization of oral communication, and 
other factors related to communications abilities. 
3) Human Relations Ability; Ability to understand 
others, to get along with them, awareness of others' 
feelings, and related human relations characteristics. 
4) Leadership ; Persuasiveness, influence on others, 
leadership image, and related leadership character­
istics. 
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5) Administration and Organization: Preference for 
organization, order, and system; planfulness; desire 
to control and follow up on activities; observance of 
rules and procedures; and other characteristics 
related to a planned, organized approach to work. 
6) Adaptability to Job; Knowledge of and liking for 
supervisor's job; tolerance of stress and frustration 
on the job; willingness to accept orders and be 
cooperative; and other characteristics assisting the 
candidate to adapt successfully to a supervisor's 
job. 
7) Personal Work Standards; Conscientiousness, preser-
verance, dependability, cooperativeness, positive 
attitude, acceptance of responsibility, and other 
related characteristics. 
8) Personal Characteristics ; Self confidence, assertive-
ness, and self-directedness, tempered by flexibility 
in interpersonal relations; action oriented yet 
stable; and other related characteristics. 
Assessment sessions. The assessment sessions are con­
ducted in individual production plants. They are composed of 
groups of 12 candidates, who are for the most part general 
hourly workers, salaried employees, or foremen. They either 
have volunteered to undergo assessment through a process 
similar to open-job-posting or have been asked to attend by 
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their supervisor. There is an initial screening of applicants 
for assessment such that only approximately 25% who apply 
actually attend the sessions. Four-man assessor teams, who 
are composed of general foremen or superintendents (one, two, 
or three administrative levels higher) and who have attended a 
special two-day assessor training session, administer the 
sessions. A typical facility of 4,000 employees generally 
has 8-12 assessors who rotate for the different assessment 
sessions. 
The total assessment group first participates in a short 
orientation session and is then broken into smaller groups for 
the exercises. Each assessor thus has contact with each 
candidate at some point in the day's schedule. 
Assessment exercises and data. A typical day of assess­
ment exercises consists of the following: 
1) Personal Background Survey and Individual Interview: 
'This is an extensive questionnaire which covers the 
candidate's background, future expectations, interests 
and several other areas. The one hour personal inter­
view which follows is based largely on the candidate's 
questionnaire responses. Part of the interview con­
sists of putting the candidate in a role-play situa­
tion in which the candidate assumes the role of a 
supervisor who must discharge an employee (played by 
the assessor) who is caught stealing equipment from 
the plant. 
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2) Tests ; A short arithmetic test (Numerical Test A of 
the Personnel Tests for Industry, Doppelt, 1952) and 
a nonverbal measure of general ability (IPAT Test of 
G, Cattell & Cattell, 1950) are used. 
3) Human Relations Case Discussion; A tape recording 
describing the discharge of an employee is played and 
groups of four candidates fill out a short question­
naire and discuss the problem. Two assessors observe 
this exercise using identical behavioral description 
observation forms. 
4) In-Basket; Each candidate plays the role of a new 
supervisor on the first day of the job. The previous 
supervisor is sick, and the candidate must decide how 
to handle about 15 unresolved situations. These 
include equipment breakdowns, quality problems, etc. 
5) In-Basket Interview; Following completion of the In-
Basket, an assessor interviews two candidates on their 
solutions. Questions are alternated between them so 
that each candidate responds first an equal number of 
times. 
6) Promotional Exercise; All members of this six member 
team "become" general supervisors who have resumes of 
six hourly employees. The candidates must discuss 
and decide which of the six employees is best 
qualified for the next plant supervisory opening. 
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Two assessors observe this exercise using slightly 
different behavioral description observation forms. 
7) Problem Solving Discussion; This leaderless group 
discussion, composed of three assessees and one 
assessor, involves solving a hypothetical problem 
concerning how to survive in the desert. 
After the above exercises, all candidates and assessors 
meet at the end of the day for a wrap-up session in which 
candidates are asked to rate each other's characteristics. 
These ratings (or Peer Nominations) become part of the informa­
tion collected during the assessments. 
Throughout the exercises, assessors observe and evaluate 
the performance of the candidates. The day following the 
assessments, the assessor team meets to review their individual 
ratings and observations. At this time Paired Comparisons are 
made among all the candidates, where each candidate is ranked 
in terms of préférence by each assessor. A Final Evaluation 
form, which summarizes the overall results on each candidate, 
is then completed through group discussion among the assessors. 
Appendix A provides an example of the final summary rating 
form. In all cases evaluations are expressed in terms of a 
9-point rating scale, where a rating of 9 means that the 
candidate is estimated to have exceptionally strong qualifica­
tions in the indicated area; 5 means average or medium 
qualifications; and 1 means exceptionally low qualifications. 
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Subjects. Data on approximately 3700 employees at 23 
plant locations have been collected. The data were collected 
over a period of approximately four years. Of these, a sub-
sample of 800 employees have been promoted to supervisory 
positions on the basis of their assessment center performance 
as well as other measures and qualifications. These promoted 
employees have additional criterion data available, which were 
used in the analyses requiring such data. Of these 800 
employees, approximately 75% were hourly workers at the time 
of assessment, 10% were permanent foremen, and 8% were salaried 
nonforemen. Approximately 8% of these employees were female 
and 92% male, and the racial or ethnic composition was 78% 
Caucasian, 19% Black, and 2% Spanish. 
Criterion data. Criterion data, gathered from super­
visors anywhere from one month to several years after assess­
ment include: 
1) standard appraisal ratings for: 
a) Performance 
b) Five Year Potential 
c) Career Potential 
2) Promotions 
3) Transfers and Reductions 
4) Quits and Discharges 
5) Special job performance ratings covering: 
a) Leadership 
b) Job knowledge 
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c) Quantity of work 
d) Decision-making 
e) Communications 
f) Cost control 
g) Labor relations 
h) Quality of work 
i) Completing assignments 
j) Planning and organizing 
k) Human relations 
1) Overall 
6) Job Performance Ranking 
7) Potential rating 
8) Salary progress 
The special job performance ratings, in particular, were 
described to supervisors in detail as well as the nine-point 
rating scale used in rating job performance. Instructions 
clearly and specifically suggested use of the entire scale, 
objectivity, and warned against leniency and other associated 
errors. Appendix B contains examples of these instructions 
and scales. 
Analysis of the Data 
The multitrait-Tnultisit'uation analysis of ratings > 
Ratings for each individual are thus represented on a seven 
exercise (five exercises, two of which are observed by two 
assessors) x eight trait matrix, which lends itself to analysis 
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by means of the analysis of variance (ANOVA) or the multi-
trait-mult imethod (MTMM) approach (Campbell & Fiske, 1959). 
Endler and his coworkers (cf., Endler & Hunt, 1968; 
Endler, 1966) have used analysis of variance techniques to 
analyze their data which are generally composed of self-ratings 
of anxiety or hostility for a sample of subjects over numerous 
situations and modes of response (cf., Endler & Hunt, 1968). 
In this particular study, the relative contributions of 
variance from situations, subjects, modes of response, two-way 
interactions, and residual (composed of the triple interaction 
and error combined because the triple interaction cannot be 
separated from error with only one measure of each response 
of each subject in each situation) were assessed by means of a 
three-way ANOVA, assuming a random-effects model. The alterna­
tive mixed-effects model (subjects random, situations and modes 
of response fixed) was subsequently compared with the random-
effects model (Endler, 1966). The results from the two models 
were identical for both interactions with subjects when the 
three-way interaction was assumed zero. They also indicated 
that individuals per se and situations per se accounted for 
very little total variation, while modes of response contri­
buted about 25% of the variance and interactions accounted for 
about 30%. 
An alternative method of analysis which is perhaps more 
applicable to the multitrait-multisituation data which are 
measured in assessment has been developed by Campbell and 
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Fiske (1959) in a classical reference. Their method is based 
on systematic examination of correlations among measures where 
each observation, conditional on measure, is a function of the 
subject, the trait, and the method used to measure the trait. 
Stanley (1961) subsequently proposed a three-way factorial 
ANOVA model for MTMM data in which he showed it was possible 
to express the usual mean squares obtained for the model as a 
function of average variances and covariances among the vari­
ables. Boruch, Larkin, Wolins, and MacKinney (1970) questioned 
certain assumptions of the three-way classificatory model and 
proposed a less restrictive factor analytic model. In comparing 
the ANOVA model with the factor analytic model in two separate 
studies, they found that their factor analytic model as origi­
nally specified did not fit the data probably because the 
sample size was not large enough to estimate the large number 
of coefficients in this model. However, when an ANOVA model 
was applied (Kavanagh, MacKinney, & Wolins, 1971) to mtmm data 
from two studies of managerial performance, it was shown that 
the technique was effective in summarizing the correlations in 
an MTMM analysis in ANOVA terms. The method of data analysis 
proposed by Kavanagh et al. C1971) was used to analyze the 
assessment data of the current study because inspection of the 
MTMM matrix indicated this simpler ANOVA model would be 
adequate. 
Computation of consistency scores. A number of approaches 
have been employed in the determination of consistency scores. 
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Both logically and methodologically, the controversy over 
which approach to use is to some extent a problem of level of 
analysis. For instance, as Magnusson and Endler (1977) point 
out, there is not always a one to one relationship between 
mediating variables (such as anxiety or hostility) and reaction 
variables (such as excessive talking or withdrawal) within 
personality measures. Findings of consistency or inconsistency 
at one level may have little to say about consistency or in­
consistency at another level, unless lawfully specified. The 
term "consistency" itself when used for reaction variables has 
been used in a number of different ways. Three possible 
meanings of behavioral consistency have been distinguished 
(cf., Magnusson & Endler, 1977). (a) Absolute consistency 
occurs when an individual displays a certain type of behavior 
to the same extent across situations and is expressed for a 
individual by a distribution of ipsative data for a particular 
variable, collected across situations. (b) relative 
consistency occurs when the rank order of a set of individuals 
with respect to a certain behavior is stable across situations. 
This is the kind of consistency that has been examined in most 
of the empirical studies relevant to the person by situation 
interaction issue. (c) Coherence refers to behavior that is 
inherently lawful and hence predictable without necessarily 
being stable in either absolute or relative terms as discussed 
above. For example, a person may behave differently in 
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various situations but the rank order of his or her behavior 
across a number of situations may still be predictable. 
Empirically, most studies of absolute consistency have 
been concerned with "test behavior" and have focused on 
consistency across similar situations (cf., Piske, 1961). 
Ghiselli (1963) used simple difference scores, regardless of 
sign, for each individual between parallel forms of tests or 
between standard criterion and standard test scores. Bem and 
Allen (1973) used an "ipsatized variance ratio" to designate 
individuals as high or low variability as a function of the 
individual's variance on their Cross-Situational Behavior 
Survey conscientiousness scale. Statistically, the ipsatized 
variance is like an inverted F ratio and is calculated by 
dividing each person's variance across the 23 conscientiousness 
items by his variance across all items of the questionnaire. 
Campus (1974) used yet another consistency index. Based on 
an ANOVA of the matrix of scores of 17 Needs x 16 Situations 
obtained for each subject from the TAT-Adjective Rating Scale, 
an eta-squared measure was calculated for each subject giving 
the proportion of the total variance of need scores accounted 
for by mean needs. The square root of this was used as the 
index of consistency. 
Since the assessment data involved in the present study 
include only one observation per cell, there was no way to 
calculate a more sophisticated index of consistency such as 
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those used by Bern and Allen (1974) or Campus (1974). There­
fore, simple standard deviations were used for consistency 
measures. Two forms were tested; one using standardized scale 
scores and one using unstandardized scale scores. The standard­
ized standard deviations control for differences in group means 
and thus exemplify the concept of relative consistency while 
the unstandardized standard deviations exemplify the concept of 
absolute consistency. The concept of coherence of behavior, in 
the sense discussed above, has rarely been empirically explored 
and was not included in the present analysis. 
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Results 
The Multitrait-Multisituation Analysis of Ratings 
The first analysis of data, to assess the relative con­
tribution of various components (persons, traits, and situa­
tions) to variance in assessment ratings, followed the 
procedures outlined by Kavanagh et al. (1971). The total 
sample of assessees who had complete assessment ratings was 
split into two equal sêumples of 1028 each. The sample was 
split so that any significant relationships found in the first 
sample could be cross-validated on the second sample in future 
analyses. 
The multitrait-multimethod matrix (56 x 56; i.e., eight 
traits and seven exercises) may be described, considering 
individuals as random and traits and situations as fixed 
factors, by the following three-way classification model: 
?iik - M + A. + B. + + (AB). . + (AC) + (BC)^ + E..,^ 
where 
= rating of individual for the specific trait from 
the specific exercise; 
= effect of individual i = 1,2,3,...1028 
Bj = effect of trait j = 1,2,3,...8 
= effect of situation k = 1,2,3,...7 
E.jk ~ NID(0, Cg) 
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Although it is possible to estimate all effects of the 
model, assuming that the triple interaction is zero, four 
sources of variance are sufficient to provide the information 
required in the multitrait-multisituation case. (a) The person 
variance indicates the overall amount of agreement (convergent 
validity or consistency) on individuals over exercises and 
traits. (b) The person by trait variance indicates the degree 
of rated discriminations on traits (discriminant validity), in 
line with Canpbell and Fiske's (1959) original intent of the 
method. (c) The person by situation variance can be inter­
preted as indicating either the amount of situational specifi­
city in assessment ratings or the amount of "halo" in the 
rating situation. Unfortunately, because of the fact that 
there was only one data source, or assessor, for each exercise, 
the amount of source bias, or "halo," is confounded with the 
effect of the situations. (d) The fourth essential source of 
variance is error. 
Summary of the correlational matrix. Table 1 presents a 
summary of the 56 x 56 correlational matrix for sample 1, and 
Table 2 presents a summary of the matrix for sample 2. A 
number of features stand out from inspection of the tables. 
First, as would be expected, the entries for comparable cells 
for both cells are remarkably similar, within sampling error. 
Second, the size of the aggregate of correlations is 
significantly and uniformly high, indicating that a large 
general factor is present. While the largest average 
Table 1 
Summary of Multitralt-Multisituatlon Matrix for Sample 1 
Interview In-Basket 
Human 
Relations 
Case 1 
Human 
Relations 
Case 2 
Problem 
Solving 
Promotion 
Case 1 
Promotion 
Case 2 
Interview a 
b 
.7A\^3 
1.00 
In-Basket a 
b 
.35 
.36 
.so'^vAe 
1.00 
Human 
Relations 
Case 1 
a 
b 
.39 
.39 
.41 
.42 
^82^^ 
1.00 
Human 
Relations 
Case 2 
a 
b 
.39 
.39 
.41 
.43 
.62 
.66 1.00 
Problem 
Solving 
a 
b 
.39 
.39 
.36 
.38 
.43 
.44 
.44 
.46 1.00 \ 
Promotion 
Case 1 
a 
b 
.37 
.36 
.40 
.41 
.47 
.47 
.51 
.51 
.43 
.44 1.00 
Promotion 
Case 2 
a 
b 
.38 
.39 
.43 
.43 
.50 
.51 
.52 
.52 
.44 
.45 
.57 
.58 1.00 
Mote. N = 1028; within each cell the trait x trait (8x8) matrix is represented; a = the average 
correlation between traits within situations (heterotrait-heterosituation and heterotrait-monosituation 
triangles); b = the average correlation between situations within traits (validity diagonals); entries 
above the diagonal represent the average intercorrelation for the situation over all traits and 
situations. 
Table 2 
Summary of Multitiralt-Multisituation Matrix for Sample 2 
Interview In-Basket; 
Human 
Relations 
Case 1 
Human 
Relations 
Case 2 
Problem 
Solving 
Promotion 
Case 1 
Promotion 
Case 2 
Interview a . 72^^40 
b 1.00 
In-Basket a .32 
b .32 1.00 \ 
Human a .32 .39 
Relations b .34 .40 1.00 
Case 1 
^^80^^ Human a .35 .39 .62 
Relations b .36 .40 .64 1.00 
Case 2 
Problem a .32 .40 .44 .45 
Solving b .33 .40 .44 .46 1.00 \ 
^^^51 
Promotion a .36 .45 .45 .46 .44 
Case 1 b .35 .45 .45 .47 .44 1.00 \ 
Promotion a .37 .48 .51 .51 .48 .59 ^84^^^? 
Case 2 b .39 .48 .51 .52 .48 .59 1.00 ^ 
Note. N = 1028; within each cell the trait x trait (8x8) matrix is represented; a = the average 
correlation between traits within situations (heterotralt-heterosituation and heterotralt-monosituation 
triangles); b = the average correlation between situations within traits (validity diagonals); entries 
above the diagonal represent the average Intercorrelation for the situation over all traits and 
situations. 
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intercorrelations not surprisingly occur in the mono-situation 
cells, the large intercorrelations in the hetero-situation 
cells also indicate a significant amount of overall agreement 
(convergent validity) on individual assessees over situations 
(or raters) and traits. This also may be interpreted as a 
reflection of individual consistency in that persons can be 
differentiated among the total group on the basis of a global 
constellation of related ratings. Inspection of the average 
within trait correlations (validity diagonals) in comparison 
with the average between trait correlations (hetero and mono-
situation triangles) reveals that there is little difference 
between the size of the two. This indicates that there is very 
little rated discriminability among traits (discriminant vali­
dity) over all the situations» In terms of both the average 
monosituation intercorrelations and the average overall inter­
correlations, the interview had the lowest intercorrelations 
among traits (.74 and .43, respectively, for sample 1, .72 and 
,40, respectively, for sample 2) which means that it is the 
"best" of the exercises on which trait ratings may be differ­
entiated . 
Third, the average intercorrelations present in the human 
relations case 1 and 2 cells (,62 and .62) and in the promotion 
case 1 and 2 cells (.57 and .59) are larger than the other 
cells and show that there is inter-rater reliability within 
those two exercises. They are also an indication of situation-
specific variance that is not just due to the fact that the 
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situations have different raters. In addition, the correlation 
between the overall summary ratings from the two assessors who 
rated these two exercises was calculated for a reduced sample. 
The overall inter-rater reliability coefficient for the human 
relations case was .65 (N = 685) and for the promotion case was 
.66 (N = 741). 
Correlational values ranged from .51 to .90 for the mono-
situation cells (excluding the 1.00s from the validity diagonal) 
and from .18 to .70 for the heterosituation cells for sample 1. 
For sançle 2, respective values ranged from .52 to .90 and .20 
to .69. 
Analyses of variance. In order to verify and quantify the 
above observations concerning the relative contribution of the 
various sources of variance, analyses of variance using the 
correlations summarized in Tables 1 and 2 were performed. The 
computations for the sums of squares, degrees of freedom, and 
the expected mean squares are presented in Table 3. 
Tables 4 and 5 summarize the analyses of variance from the 
two samples. Since it is of interest to compare the amount of 
variance due to each source, variance components were also com­
puted using the computational formulas described in Table 6. 
The variance components allow one to make inferences about 
meaningful effects, particularly relative to unexplained 
variance (error). 
In addition, Tables 4 and 5 report a multitrait-multi-
method (MTMM) index for each variance source. While the 
variance components estimates provide evidence interpretable 
Table 3 
Computation for Sums of Squares and Specification of Expected Mean Squares^ 
Source df SS Expected MS 
Person (P) N — 1 Nnin(r^) 
— —O 
2 2 
Cg + nmOp 
P X Trait (T) (N—1)(n-1) 
- So' "I + 
P X Situation (S) (N—1) (m-l) gnm'Ews - Eo' "I + "°Ls 
Error (E) (N—1)(n-1) (m—1) Nrmd - " Ews + £o' E 
Note, r^ = average correlation of all the elements in the matrix including the 
ones in the main diagonals; r^^ = average correlation between situations within 
traits; computation - the sum of the validity diagonals times two plus nm divided by 
nm2; r^g = average correlation between traits within situations; computation - the 
sum of the monosituation - heterotrait triangles times two plus nm divided by mn^; 
N = number of persons (assessees); n = number of traits; m = number of situations. 
From Kavanagh et al., 1971. 
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Table 4 
Analysis of Variance of Correlations 
from Table 1 (Sample 1) 
Source d f  MS F VC MTMM 
Value 
Person (P) 1027 27.809 146.36* .493 .72 
P X Trait (T) 7189 .248 1.31* .008 .04 
P X Situation (S) 6162 3.086 16.24* .362 .66 
Error 43134 .190 .190 
Note. VC = variance component. 
£ < .01. 
Table 5 
Analysis of Variance of Correlations 
from Table 2 (Sample 2) 
Source MS F VC MTMM 
Value 
Person (P) 1027 27.416 137.77* .486 .71 
P X Trait (T) 7189 .236 1.19* .005 .02 
P X Situation (S) 6162 3,104 15.60* .363 .65 
Error 43134 .199 .199 
Note. VC = variance component. 
*£ < .01. 
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Table 6 
Estimates for Variance Components 
Source Variance Component 
Person (P) 
MSp -
nm 
P x Trait (T) —PXT " —E 
m 
P X Situation (S) —PxS " —E 
n 
Error % ÎÎSpxTxS 
Note» n = number of traits; m = number of situations. 
for only within-study comparisons, the MTMM indexes compare 
the three variance components relative to their error variance 
and thus provide evidence for comparisons across matrices or 
studies with differing error variance. These indexes and 
computational formulae are presented in Table 7. 
As indicated in Tables 4 and 5, the results of the signifi­
cance tests on the main effect and interactions show that each 
source of variance is significant (£ < .01). The results for 
both samples are practically identical, as expected. These 
results confirm what has already been observed from the summary 
tables of the correlational matrices. There is differentiation 
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Table 7 
Multitrait--Multimethod Indexes 
Source Formula 
Person (P) 
VCp 
VCp + VCj, 
P X Trait (T) 
VCpxT 
VCpxT + VCE 
P X Situation (S) 
VCpxS 
VCpxs + VCg 
Note. VC = variance component. 
among assessees attributable to the measuring instrument used, 
that is, person variance or convergent validity. However, the 
person by trait interaction is so weak as to be practically 
nonexistent. Thus, there is little evidence for the ordering 
of assessees differently on different traits (discriminant 
validity). The large person by situation effect which equals 
the main effect of persons in terms of relative contributions 
to the ratings indicates that assessees are ordered differ­
ently in different situations. 
Because the foregoing analyses included ratings from both 
assessors in the two exercises which were jointly observed, 
there may have been some built-in correlations operating in 
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those exercises (i.e., ratings were not independent) which 
would effect variance estimates. To test this, additional 
analyses were performed on the reduced eight trait x five 
situation matrix for each sample. For sample 1, F-ratios, 
variance components, and MTMM values for person, person by 
trait, and person by situation effects were 94.60, 1.16, 16.17; 
.480, .006, .389; and .70, .03, .65, respectively. For sample 
2, equivalent results were .89.75, 1.09, 16.10 for F-ratios; 
.468, .004, .398 for variance components; and .69, .02, .65 
for MTMM values. These results are in substantial agreement 
with those of the larger 56 x 56 matrices. 
Although it was proposed to analyze the person by situa­
tion interactions separately for each of the assessed traits 
in order to determine whether situational effects would be 
larger in certain hypothesized situation-specific traits (such 
as leadership and adaptability), the lack of discriminant 
validity for traits precluded such an analysis. That is, 
since there was no intra-individual differentiation between 
ratings on traits but only discrimination on one global inter-
individual factor, there would be no reason to suppose that 
situational effects would be any greater for one trait than 
for another. 
Relation of Consistency Scores to External Variables 
The second objective of this research was an attempt to 
relate intra-individual consistency measures within assessment 
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to both external predictor, or background, variables and to 
criterion variables. The purposes for these analyses were, 
first, to determine whether a consistency measure would 
moderate certain predictor-criterion relationships and, second, 
to determine whether a consistency measure would add useful 
information to the assessment and background variables already 
available in predicting criterion variance. 
It was originally proposed to perform a factor analysis on 
the predictor and criterion measures in order to reduce the 
data to workable proportions and then to relate the factors to 
assessment measures, including the standard deviation measures 
of consistency. In addition, multiple regression equations 
were to be formulated to determine the relative contribution 
of the various background and assessment measures to criterion 
variance. Thus, two groups were used at this stage in order 
to provide a hold-out sample for cross-validational purposes. 
However, when a subsample of 400 subjects was randomly selected 
from the 799 assessees who had criterion data available it was 
found that only 33 subjects had complete data on all of the 69 
predictor variables and 21 criterion variables. Thus a factor 
analysis was not possible and the two subsamples were combined 
for further analyses. 
Assessment scores and their intercorrelations. Therefore, 
33 assessment scores were individually correlated with 
individual predictor and criterion measures. Table 8 gives a 
Table 8 
Assessment Variables and their Intercorrelations 
i^ariable Variable Name Average N Average Internal^ SDl SD2 
No. Inter- Range Intercorrelation 
correlation 
Test Results .57 (N = 1) 
A1 Numerical Test A .15 355-680 -.16* -.14 
A2 Test of G - Total score .17 355-697 -.22* -.19 
Peer Nominations - Times .32 (N = 55) 
chosen first 
A3 Solve problems .31 323-372 -.07 -.05 
A4 Give explanation .25 323-372 —. 06 -.04 
A5 Help personally .14 323-372 .03 .04 
A6 Be boss .25 323-372 -.08 —. 06 
A7 Establish plan .25 323-372 -.13 -.12 
A8 Ask cdDOUt supervision .26 323-372 -.07 — .06 
A9 Set example .19 323-372 -.01 -.02 
AlO Withstand pressure .28 323-372 -.11 -.10 
All Go to party with .05 323-372 .10 .09 
A12 Trust .20 323-372 -.11 -.12 
A13 Be next supervisor .27 323-372 -.07 -.05 
Note. SDl = unstandardized standard deviation; SD2 = standardized standard 
deviation. ~ 
^Average intercorrelation across the other 32 variables. 
^Average intercorrelation within each data subset. 
* 
£1^ < .01. 
Table 8 (Continued) 
Variable Variable Name Average 
No. Inter-
correlation 
Paired Comparison 
A14 Total times chosen .44 
Exercise Rating Sums 
A15 Sum of Interview Ratings .34 
A16 Sum of In-Basket Ratings .35 
A17 Sum of Human Relations 
Ratings .43 
Al8 Sum of Problem Solving 
Ratings .39' 
A19 Sum of Promotion Problem 
Ratings .50 
Trait Rating Sums 
A20 Sum of Decision-making 
Ratings .56 
A21 Sum of Communications 
Ratings .55 
A22 Sum of Human Relations 
Ratings .50 
A23 Sum of Leadership Ratings .56 
A24 Sum of Administration and 
Organization Ratings .56 
A25 Sum of Adaptability 
Ratings .55 
A26 SujDi of Personal Work 
Standards Ratings .55 
A27 Sum of Personal 
Characteristics Ratings .56 
N Average Internal. SDl SD2 
Range Intercorrelation 
304-518 
372-799 
372-799 
372-799 
372-799 
372-799 
372-799 
372-799 
372-799 
372-799 
372-799 
372-799 
372-799 
372-799 
.43 (N = 10) 
.91 (N = 28) 
28* -.26* 
03 -.17* 
32* -.23* 
28* -.27* 
23* -.20* 
•1^ 
46* —.36* 
37* -.32* 
34* -.31* 
34* -.30* 
40* —.36* 
40* —.35* 
38* -.34* 
37* -.33* 
37* -.33* 
Table 8 (Continued) 
Variable Variable Name Average N Average Internal, SDl SD2 
No. Inter- Range Intercorrelation 
correlation 
Summary Scores .92 (N = 6) 
A28 Sum of Overall Ratings .57 372-799 -.39* -.34* 
A29 Sum of all Exercise 
Ratings .57 372-799 -.39* -.35* 
A30 Sum of Final Evaluations .48 372-799 -.23* -.20* 
A31 Sum of all Assessor's 
Ratings .57 372-799 -.38* -.33* 
Consistency Score .96 (N = 1) 
A3 2 Unstandardized SD(1) .26 323-610 
A33 Standardized SD(2) .23 323-610 
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listing of the assessment scores used as well as their average 
intercorrelations with the other assessment scores. In addi­
tion to the ability tests and peer nominations previously 
described, the list includes the five exercise ratings summed 
across traits (combined for the two jointly observed exercises) 
and the eight trait ratings summed across exercises. It also 
includes the sum of the overall ratings from the summary rating 
form (see Appendix A). The sum of all exercise ratings is the 
sum of the matrix excluding the overall rating, the sum of the 
final evaluations sums just the overall ratings, cuid the sum of 
all assessors' ratings includes both of the above sums. The 
nonstandardized (SDl) and standardized standard deviations 
(SD2) were separately generated using the following formulas; 
where i^^ subject, j^" rating 
SD2 = 
" i 4 
where ^ 
— j 
X . = mean for the j' rating over all subjects. 
j = 1,...,56 9  •  •  •  f  
S . = standard deviation for j rating over ail 
subjects, j = 1,...,56. 
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Although the Ns upon which the correlations are based 
vary somewhat, due primarily to Ns of 372 for the complete 
peer nomination data (A3-A13) and N^s of 799 for the complete 
assessment rating data (A15-A31), the range of correlations 
gives some indication of the unique contribution of the various 
data sources. The paper and pencil tests showed the lowest 
intercorrelations (r = .16), followed by the peer nominations 
(r = .22) , the standard deviations (r = .25), the sum of the 
exercise ratings (r = .40), total times chosen in paired 
comparisons (r = .44), and, lastly, the sum of the factor 
(trait) ratings (r = .55) and the overall summary ratings 
(r = .55). 
All of the intercorrelations were positive with the 
exception of several in the "Go to party with" (All) category 
within the peer nominations. All of the standard deviation 
score correlations were negative with the exception of two 
peer nomination categories ("Help personally" and "Go to 
party with") and the correlation between the two standard 
deviation scores (r = .96). This means that, except for the 
two peer nomination categories cited, people who were rated as 
exhibiting less variability in performance rated more posi­
tively in terms of the test results, peer nominations, and 
assessors' ratings. 
However, these negative correlations are easily explained 
as a scale artifact. On a 9-point scale, or, for that matter. 
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any scale that limits the highest and lowest rating, as the 
average rating approaches the bottom or the top of the scale 
the variance of the ratings must approach zero. For example, 
a person with an average of "9" must have obtained 9 on each 
rating and thus have a variance of zero» In this study the 
average of all ratings tended toward the high end. Thus, on 
the average, the higher an average rating was, the lower the 
variance because of this ceiling effect. Given this explana­
tion, no substantive interpretation of these negative correla­
tions is offered. 
Table 8 also presents average intercorrelations among 
subsets of data. The most striking finding is that trait and 
overall summary scores are very highly internally related. 
When grouped together, their average intercorrelation is 
r = .91 (N = 66). This reinforces the previous finding of 
lack of discriminant validity, but good convergent validity 
among the trait ratings. Thus for practical purposes one over­
all summary score would appear to give sufficient information 
for further analyses without using the separate summed trait 
ratings and overall summary scores which only give redundant 
information. The two standard deviation scores are also so 
highly correlated (r = -96) as to be redundant- The summed 
exercise ratings appear to provide some unique information 
(r = :43; N = 10), while the individual peer nomination cate­
gories give the most independent information (r = .32, N = 55). 
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Correlations between assessment and predictor variables. 
Table 9 provides the correlations between the assessment vari­
ables and the predictor variables. Appendix C gives a detailed 
explanation of the wording and scoring of the questionnaire 
items (P1-P62) and background variables (P63-P69) which are 
summarized on the table. The summed trait ratings and summary 
score (A20-A31) assessment variables have been collapsed to 
form one overall assessment score on the basis of the preceding 
findings of large correlations among the items. In addition, 
the separate peer nominations (A3-A13) have been collapsed into 
one inclusive category for ease of presentation and because 
there were so few significant relationships found within those 
items. For both of these collapsed categories the data are 
reported as proportions of significant correlations (g < .01) 
among the aggregate. 
One of the most compelling results in Table 9 is the near 
complete lack of association between the consistency measures 
and the predictor variables. The only significant relationships 
found were between consistency scores and both age and race, 
such that both older and minority assessees were evaluated more 
variably than other assessees. Whether this is due to rater-
bias or to variability in actual performance is an open question. 
The significant relationship between consistency scores and 
months as a regular foreman (P67) is confounded by the fact that 
this variable (P67) was collected after assessment. 
Table 9 
Correlations between Assessment Variables and Predictor Variables and Other Indices^*^'^'*^ 
Assessment Variables 
Var. Predictor Test Test PN^ PC Exercise Rating Sums Traits & Ml M2 Total 
No. Variables A G Int. In-B HR PS PP Overall 
PI No. of groups .07 .00 .00 -.02 -.07 -.15* -.09 -.20* -.18* 1.00 -.07 —.08 15 
P2 No. of leader­
ship positions .10 .02 .09 .09 .01 .00 .05 -.02 .02 .00 — .08 — .09 1 
P3 No. of achieve­
ments .05 -.03 .09 .06 .02 -.03 .05 -.04 .02 .00 -.07 -.09 1 
P4 No. training 
courses taken .12* .05 .00 .07 .11* .12* .11* .06 .10 .92 — .08 -.07 15 
P5 No. training 
courses 
completed .13* .10 .00 .06 .10 .06 .06 -.00 .04 .00 —, 08 -.08 1 
P6 No. of special 
skills .16* .18* .00 .13 .02 -.02 .03 .01 .04 .00 -.02 -.01 2 
P7 No. of 
magazines .11* .10 .00 .08 .07 .05 .08 .03 .06 .08 -.05 -.05 2 
P8 Level - 5 yr 
objective .12 .11 .00 .39* .33* .30* .16* .37* .34* 1.00 -.02 -.02 18 
Note.. PN = peer nominations; PC = paired comparisons; Int. = Interview; In-B = In-Basket; HR = 
Human Relations; PS = Problem Solving; PP = Promotional Problem; SDl = unstandardized standard devia­
tion; SD2 = standardized standard deviation; N range = 92-799. 
^Proportion of significant correlations from a total of 11 items. 
^Proportion of significant correlations from a total of 12 items. 
^Total significant predictor correlations across a total of 33 assessment variables (rows of the 
table). 
2 < .01. 
Table 9 (Continued) 
Assessment Variables 
Var. Predictor Test Test PN^ PC 
No. Variables A G 
Exercise Rating Sums 
Int. In-B HR PS PP 
Traits b gg2 Total^ 
Overall 
P9 Chances - 5 yr 
objective .14* .18* .00 .34* .21* .19* .05 .21* .20* 1.00 -.04 -.06 19 
PIO Level — 10 yr 
objective .18* .19* o o .49* .44* .38* .20* .48* .43* 1.00 -.02 -.06 20 
Pll Chances - 10 yr 
objective .11 .23* .00 .28* .19* .17* .09 .15* .19* 1.00 -.02 -.02 18 
P12 Level - career 
objective .10 .23* o o .47* .43* .40* .26* .47* .46* 1.00 -.14 -.14 19 
P13 Chances - career 
objective .07 .19* .00 .18* .10 .10 .03 .06 .10 .42 -.01 -.01 7 
P14 Education .32* .36* .00 .28* .28* .19* .20* .22* .24* 1.00 —.08 —.08 20 
P15 Future education 
plans .14* .21* 
o
 
o
 .20* .20* .22* .19* .12* .13* 1.00 1 b — .08 20 
P16 High school 
standing .20* -.09 .00 -.05 .14* -.09 —.08 -.02 -.09 .75 .01 .03 11 
P17 High school 
awards .04 -.01 
o
 
o
 .09 .14* .07 .07 .01 .12* .67 -.00 b o
 
10 
P18 Influence on 
classmates -.06 .01 .00 -.01 -.13* -.03 -.10 -.04 -.05 .17 -.07 -.04 3 
P19 Children -.11* -.19* .00 -.11 -.03 -.07 -.07 —.09 -.06 .17 .04 .04 4 
P20 How make 
decisions .07 .05 .00 .14* .14* .17* .15* .14* .19* 1.00 -.03 -.02 18 
P21 Change mind -.03 -.03 .00 .07 .03 .07 .08 .11* .14* .92 -.02 -.01 13 
P22 Which best 
describes -.01 .02 .00 .02 -.02 .04 .01 .05 -.01 .00 -.05 -.05 0 
P23 Competltlve-
noncompetitive— .04 -.08 .00 -.06 -.05 -.03 .02 -.01 -.02 .00 .02 .03 0 
P24 Upset If 
unfinished -.04 -.07 .00 -.08 -.03 -.04 -.02 .02 .00 b o
 
-.03 -.01 0 
Table 9 (Continued) 
Assessment Variables 
Var. Predictor Test Test PN^ PC Exercise Rating Sums Traits b SDl SD2 Total 
No. Variables A G Int. In-B HR PS PP + Overall 
P25 Assertive -.04 -.03 .00 -.12 -.14* -.02 -.04 .03 -.05 .00 .01 .04 1 
P26 Conscientious -.12* -.07 .09 —.01 -.08 -.02 .01 .08 -.04 .00 .01 .02 2 
P27 Understand 
others -.06 -.03 .00 .03 -.12* -.01 -.03 .03 -.04 .00 -.03 -.00 1 
P28 Influential -.04 .00 .00 -.07 -.13* -.06 —.08 .01 -.08 .25 -.05 -.05 4 
P29 Accept stress -.10 -.05 .00 -.05 -.07 —. 06 -.07 .00 -.05 .00 .05 .07 0 
P30 Organized -.04 .02 .00 -.16* -.11* —.06 -.07 .00 -.02 .00 .06 .08 2 
P31 Intelligent -.15* -.09 .00 -.08 -.13* —.08 -.03 .02 -.07 .00 .01 .01 2 
P32 Communicate 
well .00 .00 .00 -.17* -.13* -.11* -.12* -.03 -.12* 1.00 .05 .05 17 
P33 Confidence in 
ability .00 .00 .00 1 b 00
 
-.11* -.02 -.02 -.04 -.05 .00 -.01 .01 1 
P34 Performance 
comparison -.11* -.10 .00 -.19* -.10 -.06 -.12* -.03 —.08 .83 .02 .04 13 
P35 Want security .30* .22* .09 -.00 -.05 .02 -.03 -.03 -.06 .00 -.03 -.04 3 
P36 Want respect .11 .12* .00 -.04 -.09 -.02 —.06 -.01 -.00 .00 -.04 -.02 1 
P37 Want to develop -.01 -.10 .00 -.21* -.23* -.11* -.17* -.19* -.21* 1.00 .06 .08 18 
P38 Want good pay .18* .14* .00 -.06 -.09 .02 .01 -.02 -.07 .00 -.08 — .08 2 
P39 Want activity .05 -.02 .00 -.12 -.21* -.10 -.09 -.13* -.13* 1.00 .00 .02 15 
P40 Want to be 
with people .09 .07 .00 -.05 -.16* -.06 -.10 -.06 -.09 1.00 .02 .05 13 
P41 Want recognition .06 .05 .00 -.12 -.15* -.03 -.05 -.07 -.07 .08 -.02 -.00 2 
P42 Supv. has 
security .05 -.00 .00 -.11 -.13* -.14* -.11* -.14* —• 14* 1.00 .01 .01 17 
P43 Supv. has 
respect .03 -.00 .00 —.06 —. 11* -.06 -.09 -.06 -.09 .67 .10 .13* 10 
P44 Supv. has 
development .04 —.08 ,00 -.19* -.21* -.12* -.14* -.17* -.20* 1.00 .06 .09 18 
P45 Supv. has pay -.00 -.07 .00 -.22* -.14* -.15* -.07 -.16* -.20* 1.00 .07 .06 17 
Table 9 (Continued) 
Var. 
No. 
Predictor 
Variables 
Test Test 
A G 
Assessment Variables 
PN^ PC Exercise Rating Sums 
Int. In-B HR PS PP 
Traits 
+ 
Overall 
SDl SD2 Total 
activity -.02 1 o
 
.09 -.23* -.25* -.19* —. 14* -.25* -.21* 1.00 .03 .07 19 
P47 Supv. has 
people .05 .05 .00 -.09 -.14* —.08 -.12* -.13* -.10 1.00 .03 .06 15 
P48 Supv. has 
recognition -.01 -.05 .09 -.14* —• 12* -.10* -.09 —.14* -.13* 1.00 .07 .09 18 
P49 How demanding 
is job now .24* .25* .09 .11 .06 .11* .10 .07 .04 .17 -.09 -.11 6 
P50 Imp. of using 
skills .06 .04 .00 -.03 .00 -.05 .01 .01 .03 .00 .05 .04 0 
P51 Imp. of 
developing .05 -.01 .09 -.07 -.05 -.02 -.02 -.04 -.01 .00 -.02 .00 1 
P52 Imp. of salary .19* .18* .00 .08 .03 .16* .12* .09 .08 1.00 -.11 -.10 16 
P53 Imp. of advance­
ment .09 .04 .00 -.03 -.01 .00 .04 .03 .00 .00 -.01 -.01 0 
P54 Imp. of co­
workers .17* .18* .00 .14 -.02 .05 -.01 -.02 .02 .00 -.07 -.05 2 
P55 Imp. of variety .06 .03 .00 .00 -.01 .00 -.01 -.03 -.01 .00 -.03 -.03 0 
P56 Imp. of freedom .03 -.03 .00 -.03 -.00 -.05 .02 -.01 -.03 .00 .04 .03 0 
P57 Imp. of fairness .06 -.02 .00 -.13 -.05 -.04 -.09 -.06 -.09 .08 -.02 -.03 1 
P58 Imp. of work 
conditions .12* .15* .00 .15* .04 .02 .06 .02 .06 .00 —.08 — .08 3 
P59 How react to -
pressure .12* .11* .00 .18* .08 .05 .04 .06 .04 .00 .00 -.01 3 
P60 Satisfaction 
from job .07 .03 .00 -.02 .02 -.01 -.04 .03 -.02 .00 .01 -.00 0 
P61 Describe best 
supervisor -.22* -.24* .00 -.09 -.07 -.01 -.04 -.05 -.06 .08 -.02 -.03 3 
Table 9 (Continued) 
Var. 
No. 
Assessment Variables 
Predictor 
Variables 
Test Test PN 
A G 
PC Exercise Rating Sums 
Int. In-B HR PS PP 
OTl ^2 Total^ 
Overall 
P62 How good would 
you be -.14* -.11* .09 -.19* -.17* —. 08 -.10 -.01 -.10 .83 .02 .04 15 
P63 Age .19* .37* .00 .31* .19* .23* .20* .27* .31* 1.00 -.11* -.11* 22 
P64 Tenure .19* .29* .00 .35* .23* .23* .19* .25* .33* 1.00 -.06 -.05 20 
P65 Education .29* .32* .00 .24* .25* .19* .17* .20* .23* 1.00 -.07 —.08 20 
P66 Mos.. as per 
diem foreman .10 .01 o
 
o
 
.14* .13* .11* .08 .14* .17* 1.00 -.06 -.06 17 
P67 Mos.. as regular 
foreman .02 -.01 .00 -.21* -.02 —. 08 .02 -.11* -.11* .67 -.11* -.12* 11 
P68 Sex -.09 -.01 .36 -.01 -.01 .01 .02 -.01 .00 .00 .02 .02 4 
P69 Race -.33* -.29* .00 -.04 -.00 -.10 -.02 -.12* —.08 .17 .13* .11* 7 
Total^ 26 23 12 25 35 23 18 24 24 383 3 4 
Total significant assessment correlations across a total of 69 predictor variables (columns of 
the table). (Exceptions: PN from total of 759 correlations; Traits + Overall from a total of 828 
correlations). 
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The most powerful predictor variable to be associated 
with assessment ratings, both in terms of overall number of 
significant correlations and in terms of magnitude of relation­
ships f was the age variable (P63); younger assessees were rated 
most favorably. Tenure (P64) and education {P65) were also 
strongly related to assessment results such that newer and 
well-educated employees were perceived more favorably than 
older and less well-educated ones. The months as a per diem 
foreman (P66) and months as a regular foreman (P67) variables, 
although strongly related to assessment scores, are somewhat 
misleading because they were coded after assessment at the time 
of criterion data collection. Thus, although they did indicate 
that highly rated assessees spent longer periods of time as per 
diem foremen and shorter periods of time as regular foremen 
than lower rated assessees, this was probably due to promotions 
after assessment being made at least partially on the basis of 
assessment ratings. The only significant (£ < .01) correlations 
with sex of assessees (P68) were four peer nominations; "Be 
boss" (-.15), "Establish plan" (-.15), "Go to party with" (.27), 
and "Be next supervisor" (-.16). Race (P69) also did not enter 
significantly into assessment judgments as a whole. These 
results are in agreement with a study by Schmitt and Hill (1977) 
in which they found that sex and race composition in assessee 
groups did not relate to peer and assessor ratings of the group 
members. 
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Of the questionnaire data, the strongest relationships 
with assessment ratings occurred in the group of items which 
dealt with future job aspirations (P8-P13) and in the items 
which dealt with perceptions of vocational needs to be 
satisfied by being a supervisor (P42, P44-P48). Number of 
groups cited (PI), number of training courses taken (P4), 
education and future educational plans (P14, PIS), certain 
self-assessments (P20, P32, P34), and job-related needs (P37, 
P39, P40, P52) were also strongly and consistently related to 
favorable assessment ratings. Taken as a whole, these rela­
tionships present a composite picture of highly motivated, 
ambitious, well-educated, verbally articulate, self-confident 
persons who have needs which they feel can be satisfied by 
being a supervisor as being evaluated positively in assessment 
by assessors but not by peers. 
The fact that peer nominations do not agree strongly with 
assessor ratings indicates that there may be a large "looking 
good" or "social desirability" factor operating which permeates 
both questionnaire responses and assessment behavior but which 
may put peers on the "defensive." Thus, peers may be wary of 
fellow assessees who act in a socially ingratiating manner. 
On the other hand, the large number of significant relation­
ships between the predictor variables and the two paper-and-
pencil ability tests also indicates that there must be some 
objective foundation for assessors' differential judgments of 
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supervisory skills and abilities independent from pure motiva­
tional or "showmanship" factors. 
The one item (education, P14) in the questionnaire 
variables which could be independently corroborated showed a 
correlation of .69 (N = 708) with company records of education 
(P65) which, although significant, shows that there may be 
quite a bit of latitude for "looking good" on questionnaire 
responses. That is as Weiss, Dawis, England, and Lofquist 
(Note 4) found in studying the validity of work history informa­
tion obtained during interviews as compared with data furnished 
by former employers, there is not always a one-to-one relation­
ship between self-report and objective data. 
Finally, it must be noted that assessors' evaluations are 
not completely independent from predictor variables. The 
interview exercise deals in large part with responses to the 
questionnaire, and it is likely that those responses not only 
influence ratings for that exercise but others as well through 
group discussion among assessors. 
Correlations between assessment and criterion variables. 
Table 10 provides a summary of the relationships between 
assessment variables and criterion variables. Again, the 
consistency measures failed to reach significant levels 
(2 < .01) of correlation with any of the criterion variables. 
The two consistency-criterion correlations which reached 
significance at the £ < .05 level occurred with performance 
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appraisal (Cl) such that the more variably the person had been 
rated during assessment, the lower performance rating he or 
she had. 
It is clear from Table 10 that the one superior assessment 
device was Test A in terms of being related to a large number 
of criterion measures. By far, the criterion measures most 
highly correlated with assessment scores were the potential 
ratings (C2, C3, C17). This finding is in agreement with 
most validity studies of assessment centers (cf., Cohen, 
Moses, & Byham, in Byham & Wettengel, 1974). Salary progress 
showed a number of significantly positive relationships with 
assessment scores but most were within the repetitive and 
highly redundant trait ratings and overall scores. This 
finding is also in agreement with previous research (Mitchel, 
1975) which showed correlations between assessment scores and 
a criterion of salary growth measured one, three, and five 
years after managers were assessed. 
Curiously, the special job performance ratings which had 
been so painstakingly developed and administered showed few 
significemt correlations with assessment variables. Indeed, 
where a number of direct validational comparisons were possible, 
there were no significant relationships. For instance, leader-
ship was rated as an assessment variable (A23) and as a cri­
terion variable (C4) but their correlation was only .08 (N = 
766). Similarly, the correlation between decision-making 
Table 10 
Correlations between Assessment Variables and Criterion Variables and Other Indices^*^'^'^ 
Var. Criterion Test Test PN^ PC Exercise Rating Sums Traits ^2 Total^ 
No. Variables A G Int. In-B HR PS PP Overall 
CI Appraisal-
performance -.12* -.03 .09 -.06 -.06 — .08 — .06 -.06 — .06 .00 .11 .11 2 
C2 Appraisal-5 yr. 
potential .18* .16* .64 .29* .19* .19* .15* .16* .22* 1.00 -.04 -.03 27 
C3 Appraisal-career 
potential .19* .12 .09 .28* .26* .25* .17* .21* .28* 1.00 -.04 -.04 20 
C4 Leadership .13* .03 .00 .09 .06 .03 .02 .08 .08 .08 -.09 -.09 2 
C5 Job knowledge .10 .01 .00 .01 .00 .01 -.07 .04 -.02 .00 -.03 -.03 0 
C6 Quïintity of work .06 -.01 .00 .03 .01 — .00 — .00 .06 .02 .00 —. 06 — .06 0 
C7 Decision-making .14* .06 .18 .06 .06 -.00 -.01 .05 .04 .00 -.06 -.07 3 
C8 Commimi cat Ions .12* .04 .00 .07 .04 .07 .04 .07 .06 .00 -.05 -.05 1 
C9 Coat control .10 .06 .00 .04 .00 .04 .03 .04 .06 .00 -.10 — .08 0 
CIO Labor relations .12* .04 .00 .08 .01 .02 -.01 .04 .06 .00 -.01 -.00 1 
Cll Qufility of work ,06 -.03 .09 .03 .03 -.00 .04 .02 .03 .00 -.07 -.07 0 
Note. PN = peer nominations; PC = paired comparisons ; Int. = Interview; In-B = In-Basket; HR = 
Human Relations; PS = Problem Solving; PP = Promotional Problem; SDl = unstandardized standard devia­
tion; Sr)2 = standardized standard deviation; ^  range = 177-799. 
^Proportion of significant correlations from a total of 11 items. 
^Proportion of significant correlations from a total of 12 items. 
^Total significant criterion correlations across a total of 33 assessment variables (rows of the 
table). 
*2 < .01. 
Table 10 (Continued) 
Var. Criterion 
No. Variables 
Test Test PN^ PC Exercise Rating Sums 
Int. In-B HR PS PP 
_ Traits 
+ 
Overall 
SDl SD2 Total 
C12 Completing 
assignments .13* .02 b o
 00 o
 .03 .00 -.01 .03 .03 .00 -.03 -.02 1 
C13 Planning smd 
organizing .13* .02 .00 .06 .01 -.00 -.00 ,05 .01 .00 -.04 -.04 1 
C14 Human relations .10 .01 ,00 ,03 .02 .01 -.01 .02 .03 .00 -.05 -.04 0 
C15 Overall .12* .02 .00 .07 .04 -.01 -.01 .04 .04 .00 -.04 -.05 0 
C16 Job performance 
•ranking .13* .02 .18 ,06 .02 -.02 -.00 .02 .03 .00 -.02 -.01 3 
C17 Potential rating .18* .18* .27 .30* .14* .09 .12* .15* .13* 1.00 -.07 — .08 22 
C18 Promotions ,03 .04 .00 .08 .06 .03 -.03 -.00 -.00 .00 -.02 -.03 0 
C19 Transfers and 
reductions -.03 -.06 
O
 
o
 -.07 .02 1 b H
 
.06 .05 -.05 
o
 
o
 1 b 
vO 0 1 0 
C20 Quits and 
discharges -.00 -.04 .00 -.04 -.10 -.05 -.04 -.04 -.08 .00 .06 .06 0 
C21 Salary progress -.05 -.09 .00 .03 .10* .01 .12* .08 .08 1.00 -.02 -.03 14 
Total*^ 12 2 16 3 4 2 4 3 3 49 0 0 
Total significant assessment correlations across a total of 21 criterion variables (columns of 
the table). (Exceptions; PN from a total of 231 correlations; Traits + Overall from a total of 252 
correlations.) 
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ratings (A20, C7) was .03 CN = 766), between communication 
ratings (A21, C8) was .07 IN = 766), between human relations 
ratings (A22, C14) was .02 (N = 765), and between administra­
tion and organization tA24) and planning and organizing (C13) 
was .01 IN = 765). This is an extremely strange finding in 
view of the fact that the raters are in both cases supervisors 
who should be observing performance from the same general 
frame of reference. The alternative explanation is that 
assessees have changed their behavior in the interim between 
assessment and criterion evaluation. 
Correlations between predictor and criterion variables. 
Finally, in order to ascertain whether criterion variables 
were significantly correlated with predictor and background 
variables without the mediation of assessment ratings, 
predictor-criterion relationships were computed. Hinrichs 
(1969) has reported that overall ratings of management potential 
based on careful review or company records were as highly cor= 
related with assessment center rating scale factors as were 
overall ratings of management potential based upon the assess­
ment center program. Thus, it may not be necessary to utilize 
assessment centers when there may be other less time-consuming 
and less expensive methods of obtaining "good" data possible. 
Table 11 presents the correlations between predictor 
variables and criterion variables. The two variables which 
showed the most consistent and high correlations with criterion 
data are months as a regular foreman (P67) and sex CP68). The 
Table 11 
Correlations between Predictor Variables and Criterion Variables and Other Indlces^'^*^ 
Criterion Variables 
Var. Predictor Variables App. App. App. Job Pot. Pro­ Trans. Quits Sal. 
No. Perf. 5yir Career JPRs^ Perf. Rat­ motions & & Prog. Toti 
Pot. Pot. Ranks ings Red. Dis. 
PI No., of groups -.10 -.13 -.13 .25 .11* .06 .35* .12* -.00 1 b 6 
P2 Noleadership 
positions -.00 .06 .00 .08 -.03 .00 .00 .01 —. 14* .09 2 
P3 No., achievements -.00 .02 -.03 0 -.02 -.01 -.03 .06 -.15* .11* 2 
P4 No., training courses 
taken .07 -.02 .00 0 .01 .07 .02 .02 -.04 .03 0 
P5 No., training courses 
completed -.01 -.03 -.03 0 .08 .11* .14* .06 .02 -.02 2 
P6 No» special skills -.01 .10 .07 0 -.02 .05 -.04 .01 -.15* .02 1 
P7 No,, magazines -.01 .02 -.01 0 -.01 .01 .17* .05 -.07 -.07 1 
P8 Level - 5 yr 
objective .01 .27* .29* 0 -.04 .16* -.03 -.15* -.01 -.03 4 
P9 Chances - 5 yr 
obj ective -.01 .14* .20* 0 .04 .14* .15* -.06 1 b w .03 4 
PIO Level - 10 yr 
objective .03 .30* .33* 0 1 b -.J .18* -.13 -.24* .01 -.03 4 
Note. Criterion variables: Appraisal-performance, appraisal-5 year potential, appraisal-career 
potential, special job performance ratings, job performance rankings, potential ratings, promotions, 
transfers and reductions, quits and discharges; ^  = range 319-799. 
^Proportion of significant correlations from a total of the 12 special job performance rating 
scales. 
^Total number of significant correlations across the 21 criterion variables (rows of the table). 
* 
2 < .01. 
Table 11 (Continued) 
Criterion Variables 
Var. 
No. 
Predictor Variables App. 
Perf. 
App. 
5 yr 
Pot;. 
App. 
Career 
Pot. 
JPRs^ 
Job 
Perf. 
Ranks 
Pot. 
Rat­
ings 
Promo­
tions 
Trans. 
& 
Red. 
Quits 
& 
Dis. 
Sal. 
Prog. Tot; 
Pll Chances - LO yr 
objective .02 .12 .16* 0 .00 .13* .12* —.08 -.03 -.05 3 
P12 Level - career 
objective .07 .26* .28* 0 -.04 .21* -.17* -.27* -.02 -.10 5 
P13 Chances - career 
objective -.00 .05 .10 0 .01 .11 .12* -.02 .02 .06 1 
P14 Education —. 02 .18* .21* 0 -.01 .16* .05 -.04 -.02 — .08 3 
P15 Future education 
plans .02 .06 .10 .08 -.11* .08 -.02 .01 -.01 -.09 2 
P16 Hig;h school 
standing .01 -.04 -.04 0 .03 -.09 .01 -.05 .00 .01 0 
P17 High school awards -.05 .02 -.01 0 -.00 -.00 .01 .02 -.06 -.02 0 
P18 Influence on class­
mates -.06 .02 .00 0 .02 -.02 -.02 -.03 .06 -.02 0 
P19 Children .02 -.04 -.06 0 .04 -.10 .00 .04 .02 .04 0 
P20 How make decisions .02 .09 .11 0 —.06 .02 -.21* -.07 .01 .02 1 
P21 Change mind .07 .10 .07 0 -.03 -.01 -.13* — .08 .01 -.09 1 
P22 Which best describes .02 .01 -.06 0 .07 .02 -.03 .06 .04 .02 0 
P23 Conipetitive-
noncompe tit ive .03 -.08 -.04 ,08 -.10 -.11* -.03 -.10 -.06 -.04 2 
P24 Upset in unfinished .03 -.01 -.02 0 -.01 -.03 .02 -.01 -.01 .02 0 
P25 Assertive -.01 .05 .07 0 .01 -.03 .03 .01 .07 -.00 0 
P26 Cons dent lousnes s .00 -.01 .07 0 .01 -.04 .02 .01 -.05 .03 0 
P27 Understand others -.04 .14 .15* 0 .11* .04 .05 .03 .03 .02 2 
P28 Influential -.04 .07 .11 0 .06 .03 .05 .04 .06 -.02 0 
P29 Accept stress .02 .04 .08 0 .04 .05 -.02 -.02 -.00 -.02 0 
P30 Organized .05 -.00 .07 0 .01 -.06 .04 .04 .04 .02 0 
P31 Intelligent -.01 .05 .08 0 .01 -.03 .00 — .01 .10 .03 0 
P32 Communicate well -.02 .07 .11 0 .10 .04 -.02 .00 .09 -.07 0 
Table 11 (Continued) 
Criterion Variables 
Var. 
No. 
Predictor Variables App. 
Perf. 
App. 
5 3'r 
Pot:. 
App. 
Career 
Pot. 
JPRs^ 
Job 
Perf. 
Ranks 
Pot. 
Rat­
ings 
Promo­
tions 
Trans. 
& 
Red. 
Quits 
& 
Dis. 
Sal. 
Prog. Tot; 
P32 Communicate well -.02 .07 .11 0 .10 .04 .02 .00 .09 -.07 0 
P33 Confidence in 
abilities .04 -.03 .01 0 .04 .02 .03 -.04 -.03 -.02 0 
P34 Performance 
comparison -.02 .07 .15* 0 .05 .02 .07 .03 .05 -.00 1 
P35 Want security -.03 -.05 —.08 0 .06 .03 .16* .05 .01 .08 1 
P36 Want respect -.10 .03 .04 .08 .08 .02 .20* .07 -.02 —.08 2 
P37 Want to develop -.12* -.04 -.09 .08 .07 -.07 .23* .07 .05 .02 3 
P38 Want good pay -.08 .01 .00 0 .04 .01 .16* .05 -.02 .00 1 
P39 Want activity -.13* -.01 -.04 0 .06 -.05 ,18* .07 .06 —.08 2 
P40 Want to be with 
people -.11 .03 -.01 .08 .07 .03 .19* .09 .04 -.07 2 
P41 Want recognition -.09 -.02 -.04 .08 .06 -.04 .12* .02 .05 .01 2 
P42 Supv. has security -.08 -.01 -.06 .17 .11* .02 .25* .11* .02 — .06 5 
P43 Supv. has respect -.10 .02 -.03 0 .06 -.01 .18* .04 .03 .04 1 
P44 Supv. has 
development -.08 .00 -.08 .08 .09 .01 .22* .09 .03 .01 2 
P45 Supv. has pay .01 -.11 —. 18* 0 .01 -.07 .16* .07 .05 .00 2 
P46 Supv. has activity -.02 -.11 -.19* 0 .06 -.07 .13* .03 .08 -.06 2 
P47 Supv. has people .01 -.04 -.07 0 -.00 -.05 .03 -.00 -.03 -.07 0 
P48 Supv. has 
recognition -.07 -.00 -.04 0 .05 .01 .16* .05 .04 .00 1 
P49 How demanding is 
job now .01 .01 -.08 0 -.04 .04 .08 .01 .00 -.10 0 
P50 Imp. of using skills .02 .09 .03 0 -.01 .05 -.04 -.06 .04 -.05 0 
P51 Imp. of developing -.10 -.00 -.01 .17 .08 .01 .17* .07 .04 -.01 3 
P52 Imp. salary -.05 .07 .09 0 .00 .05 -.01 .02 .05 .04 0 
P53 Imp. advancement -.02 -.04 -.04 0 .07 .01 -.05 -.07 .02 -.03 0 
P54 Imp. co-workers .03 .12 .04 0 .01 .07 -.03 -.07 .02 —.06 0 
Table 11 (Continued) 
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Perf. 
App. 
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& 
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P55 Imp. variety -.02 .02 .07 .08 -.04 -.02 .12* -.09 .04 -.05 2 
P56 Imp. freedom -.01 -.01 -.02 0 -.03 -.03 .04 -.10 .08 -.00 0 
P57 Imp. fairness .01 -.06 .00 0 -.00 -.01 -.05 —.06 .00 -.03 0 
P58 Imp. work 
conditions .04 .00 -.06 0 -.06 .01 .01 -.07 .01 .04 0 
P59 Hot; react to 
pressure .10 .02 -.04 0 -.03 .07 .02 -.06 .04 -.05 0 
P60 Satisfaction from 
job -.03 -.02 -.01 0 .03 .02 .02 .05 -.04 .04 0 
P61 Describe best 
supervisor .03 -.06 -.01 0 .00 -.04 .00 -.02 .06 .05 0 
P62 How good would you be -.02 -.10 -.09 0 .03 -.02 -.02 .00 .00 — .08 0 
P63 Age .01 .28* .33* 0 -.01 .25* -.09 -.10 -.10* -.02 4 
P64 Tenure .03 .23* .31* .17 -.09 .17* -.11 -.11 -.12* .02 6 
P65 Education .00 .25* .26* 0 .01 .20* .05 -.02 -.03 -.04 3 
P66 Mosi. as per diem 
foreman -.02 .03 .02 0 .00 .00 -.15* -.10 .05 -.06 1 
P67 Most. as regular 
foreman -.29* .04 .15* 1.00 .29* .12* .12* .34* .06 .17* 19 
P68 Se>: .14* -.04 -.02 .92 -.20* -.07 -.03 -.04 -.04 .03 13 
P69 Minority status .07 -.02 .03 .50 -.12* -.06 -.01 .05 .01 -.02 7 
Totai^ 4 3 14 47 7 12 26 6 5 2 
"^Total number of significant correlations across the 69 predictor variables (columns of the 
table). 
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longer one is a regular foreman, the higher are the performance 
and potential ratings, the fewer are the quits, discharges, 
transfers, and reductions, and the more likely are the promo­
tions. In addition, although the special job performance 
ratings correlated with few other background variables, they 
showed uniformly strong relationships with length of time spent 
as a regular foreman. Of course, these are not actually 
predictor-criteria relationships but probably merely communicate 
the bases the supervisor uses in rating a foreman. This is the 
reasonable interpretation since this "predictor" variable is 
available to the supervisor. 
The sex variable CP68), overall, showed just the opposite 
relationships as found with the regular foreman variable. 
Although the variables dealing with personnel actions (quits, 
promotions, etc.) and potential ratings indicated no differ­
ential treatment, all of the 14 performance ratings, with the 
exception of one, showed more negative ratings for women. The 
same general pattern occurred for the minority status variable 
(P69) indicating that minority employees received lower per­
formance evaluations than whites. 
The only other strong associations found were between the 
job aspiration variables {P8-P13) and criterion scores, such 
that more ambitious employees also had higher potential ratings 
from their supervisors and made more job transfers. Curiously, 
level of job objectives CP8, PIO, P12) was significantly cor­
related t£ < .01) with not being promoted while chances for 
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reaching job objectives (P9, Pll^ P13) were correlated with 
being promoted. 
Indeed, it is a bit surprising to find that the promotion 
variable (C18) exhibits the largest number of significant cor­
relations across predictor variables, especially when it did 
not show any significant correlations with any of the assess­
ment scores. However, these relationships may be due to the 
lopsided frequency figures, which show that 94% of the subjects 
had never been promoted beyond the foreman level. 
Overall, in contrasting Table 11 and Table 10, it appears 
that certain background data do as good a job of predicting 
criterion variance as assessment center data do. While both 
sets of data are related to potential ratings, however, they 
provide different information in relation to personnel actions. 
Predictor variables are highly related to promotions, while 
assessment data are highly related to salary progress. It 
would, of course, be worthwhile to determine how effective 
these two sets of predictors are singly and in combination for 
various criteria, however such an analysis was not performed. 
Comparison of promoted and nonpromoted assessees. The 
final analysis of data involved a contrast between those 
assessees who have been promoted to the position of foreman 
subsequent to assessment and a sample of those who have not. 
From the total sample of 2911 nonpromoted assessees, every 
third subject was selected to form a contrast group of 969. 
Point bi-serial correlations were computed on the predictor 
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and assessment data comparing the 969 nonpromoted with the 800 
promoted assessees. Tables 12 and 13 describe the results. 
The background variables CP63-P69) were not coded for non-
promoted personnel and therefore could not be included in the 
analyses. Criterion data were also not available for non-
promoted assessees, although these would give the most worth­
while validational information concerning the merits of promo­
tional decisions. 
It is apparent from Tables 12 and 13 that many predictor 
and assessment variables are significantly related to pro­
motion - 63% of the predictor variables and 94% of the assess­
ment variables. However, these correlations are uniformly low 
and often highly intercorrelated. Some of the individual rela­
tionships deserve additional attention, however. For instance, 
the more self-reported leadership positions (P2), achievements 
(P3), and special skills (P6), the less likely that the person 
will be promoted. Career objectives CP8-P13), educational 
attainment (P14), and future educational plans (P15) are 
related to promotion. People with larger families (P19), who 
make decisions logically (P20), have difficulty changing their 
minds (P21), are action- rather than idea-oriented (P22), and 
are competitive (P23) also have been promoted more often. 
These people generally view themselves as conscientious (P26), 
accepting of stress {P29, P59)^ organized (P30), intelligent 
(P31), good at communication (P32) and are more confident in 
their abilities (P33, P34, P62) than people who have not been 
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Table 12 
Point Bi-serial Correlations between Questionnaire Variables and 
Subsequent Promotion or Nonpromotion to Foreman Position 
Variable Predictor Variable Correlation N 
No. 
PI No. of groups -.02 1495 
P2 No. leadership positions -.15** 1460 
P3 No. achievements -.17** 1460 
P4 No. training courses taken -.03 1512 
P5 No. training courses completed -.01 1525 
P6 No. special skills -.16** 1508 
P7 No. magazines .04 1539 
P8 Level - 5 yr objective .21** 914 
P9 Chances - 5 yr objective .15** 1336 
PlO Level - 10 yr objective .20** 741 
PU Chances - 10 yr objective .19** 1193 
P12 Level - career objective .30** 580 
P13 Chances - career objective .14** 1062 
P14 Education .19** 1592 
PIS Future education plans .12** 1445 
P16 High school standing .02 1510 
P17 High school awards .07* 1455 
P18 Influence on classmates -.02 1524 
P19 Children .11** 1497 
P20 How make decisions .13** 1528 
P21 Change mind .07* 1534 
P22 Which best describes .12** 1455 
P23 Competitive - noncompetitive -.10** 1480 
P24 Upset if unfinished -.03 1499 
P25 Assertive -.05 1508 
P26 Conscientionsness -.14** 1489 
P27 Understand others -.05 1520 
P28 Influential -.04 1457 
P29 Accept stress -.10** 1514 
P30 Organized -.11** 1401 
P31 Intelligent -.10* 1434 
P32 Communicate well -.08* 1348 
P33 Confidence in abilities -.07* 1437 
P34 Performance comparison -.11** 1420 
P35 Want security .15** 1476 
*£ < .01. 
** 
£ < .0001. 
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Table 12 (Continued) 
Variable 
No. 
Predictor Variable Correlation N 
P36 Want respect .06 1530 
P37 Want to develop .07 1469 
P38 Want good pay .03 1526 
P39 Want activity .05 1468 
P40 Want to be with people .05 1490 
P41 Want recognition .15** 1491 
P42 Supv. has security -.00 1479 
P43 Supv. has respect .10** 1470 
P44 Supv. has development -.00 1486 
P45 Supv. has pay .07* 1397 
P46 Supv. has activity .07* 1492 
P47 Supv. has people .11** 1381 
P48 Supv. has recognition -.04 1483 
P49 How demanding is job now .16** 1399 
P50 Imp. of using skills -. 02 1449 
P51 Imp. of developing -.04 1440 
P52 Imp. salary .07* 1354 
P53 Imp. advancement -.07* 1366 
P54 Imp. co-workers .09* 1347 
P55 Imp. variety .02 1354 
P56 Imp. freedom -.01 1357 
P57 Imp. fairness -.09* 1351 
P58 Imp. work conditions .13** 1369 
P59 How react to pressure .10* 1341 
P60 Satisfaction from job .01 1390 
P61 Describe best supervisor -.06 1348 
P62 How good would you be -.14** 1325 
promoted. They want security (P35), development (P37), and 
recognition (P41) from their jobs, and see supervisors as 
having respect (P43), good pay (P45), activity (P46), and an 
opportunity to be with people (P47), They generally describe 
their present job as demanding too little (P49), and although 
they profess to find advancement (P53) and fairness (P57) to 
be of importance for job satisfaction, they do not cite salary 
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Table 13 
Point Bi-serial Correlations between Assessment Variables and 
Subsequent Promotion or Nonpromotion to Foreman Position 
Variable 
No. 
Assessment Variable Correlation N 
A1 Test A .20** 1497 
A2 Test G .18** 1523 
A3 Solve problems .17** 924 
A4 Give explanation .14** 924 
A5 Help personally .04 924 
A6 Be boss .19** 924 
A7 Establish plan .16** 924 
A8 Ask about supervision .16** 924 
A9 Set example .11* 924 
AlO Withstand pressure .14** 924 
All Go to party with .05 924 
A12 Trust .12* 924 
A13 Be next supervisor .22** 923 
A14 Total times chosen .25** 1154 
A15 Sum of Interview Ratings .29** 1769 
A16 Sum of In-Basket Ratings .27** 1769 
A17 Sum of Human Relations Ratings .32** 1769 
A18 Sum of Problem Solving Ratings .24** 1769 
A19 Sum of Promotion Problem Ratings .31** 1769 
A20 Sum of Decision-making Ratings .35** 1769 
A21 Sum of Communications Ratings .36** 1769 
A22 Sum of Human Relations Ratings .33** 1769 
A23 Sum of Leadership Ratings .36** 1769 
A24 Sum of Administration and 
Organization Ratings .35** 1769 
A25 Sum of Adaptability Ratings .35** 1769 
A26 Sum of Personal Work Standards 
Ratings .37** 1769 
A27 Sum of Personal Characteristics 
Ratings .36** 1769 
A28 Sum of Overall Ratings .37** 1769 
A29 Sum of all Exercise Ratings .37** 1769 
A30 Sum of Final Evaluations .31** 1769 
A31 Sum of all Assessor's Ratings .37** 1769 
.01. 
**£ < .0001, 
72 
(P52), coworkers (P54), or work conditions (P58) as important 
factors for satisfaction. 
Table 13 shows that all of the ability tests (Al, A2) and 
assessors' ratings (A14-A31) significantly relate to promotion, 
as well as all of the peer nominations except "Help personally" 
(A5) and "Go to party with" (All). The standard deviation 
measures were not included in this analysis because of the lack 
of relationship exhibited with other variables in the previous 
analyses and the complexity of generating SD scores for the 
nonpromoted sample. 
Of course, there are significant degrees of criterion 
contamination present in that persons who make promotional 
decisions have access to the assessment results; contamination 
is less for the questionnaire variables. 
Other data analyses of consistency scores. The lack of 
relationship between consistency scores and other variables 
also negated other planned analyses. For instance, it was 
originally planned to determine whether consistency scores 
might moderate certain predictor-criterion relationships. 
High and low variability groups would thus have been formed 
and predictor-criterion correlational matrices would be 
inspected for differing values. However, since consistency 
scores failed to relate even moderately with any predictor or 
criterion variables, it would be unreasonable to expect that 
extreme samples would show any different results. Also, one 
loses statistical power by throwing out the "middle," (cf.. 
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Schmidt, Hunter, & Urry, 1976) and, as researchers (e.g., 
Taylor & Griess, 1976) have pointed out, if the usual biserial 
correlation is applied, one might expect to find spuriously 
high correlational values. 
The other analysis which was considered but discarded was 
to determine whether consistency measures might be curvilinearly 
related to other variables. If there were curvilinear relation­
ships, one could form groups of subjects ranging from high to 
low on their consistency scores and then inspect the means of 
the groups on the various external measures to determine 
whether the means were higher or lower for the middle consis­
tency groups (or average consistency groups) than for the 
extreme groups. However, again, although standard deviation 
measures may be related to the means on which they are pre­
dicated, there would be no reason to expect that they would 
relate to external variables unless very high correlations 
obtained. Also, as many researchers (cf., Dunnette & Borman, 
in press) have come to realize, nonlinear methods, including 
subgrouping analysis, have not lived up to early expectations, 
and studies (Dawes & Corrigan, 1974; Rorer, 1971) have 
demonstrated that the linear model closely approximates the 
precision of the nonlinear model even when markedly nonlinear 
relationships exist between sets of data. 
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Discussion 
The overriding finding which resulted from the analysis of 
these assessment center ratings was that they provide little 
information potentially useful to management for making person­
nel decisions beyond what could be obtained from a global 
potential rating. The high degree of convergent validity and 
associated lack of discriminant validity across traits indi­
cated that assessees were evaluated globally rather than differ­
entially. A possible reason that only a global score, rather 
than a separate score for each trait, can be derived is that 
the traits were defined on the basis of intuitively preconceived 
sets of abilities and skills (traits) which were deemed to be 
important for the position of foreman. 
Discriminant Validity 
However, while the overall ability or trait measures did 
not separate into specific factors, it eould be possible that 
behavioral description observation forms upon which judgments 
on the eight traits were based would, if factor analysed, yield 
a set of discriminant factors. Although a number of factor 
analytic studies have been conducted in an effort to explicate 
the basic elements of assessment performance (Bray & Grant, 
1966; Hinrichs, 1969) , they have for the most part used higher 
level abstractions or inferences as variables (such as human 
relations skills, behavior flexibility, personal impact, etc.) 
rather than more basic behavioral data (such as was physically 
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clean, was calm and at ease, answered questions quickly, etc.) 
which could be analyzed directly from observation forms. There 
is also the possibility that if behaviorally-anchored rating 
scales were used, there may be more evidence found for discrimi­
nant traits. Thus, there may be a difference between what 
specific behaviors are assumed to interrelate and those that 
actually do. 
Kavanagh et al. (1971) also found very little differentia­
tion among traits (discriminant validity) over ratings on 20 
dimensions of managerial job performance when a MTMM analysis 
was applied. They concluded that the number of stimuli to be 
rated should be reduced and suggested using only the rating 
dimensions with higher validity diagonal values, since they 
would be more important and meaningful for what defines effec­
tive job performance. When they selected the five traits with 
the highest agreement across raters, they found that the reduc­
tion procedure was not only more efficient but also yielded 
higher levels of validity. In the Kavanagh et al. article 
(1971) the small sample size precluded cross-validations so 
that the procedure was represented honestly as data exploitation 
but recommended where a cross-validation procedure was possible. 
This could have been done here but the evidence for discriminant 
validity was meager and no amount of selection of traits could 
possibly result in substantial amounts of discriminant validity. 
Yet another possible explanation for lack of discriminant 
validity resides in the question of whether the assessors were 
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adequately trained to differentiate among assessment dimensions. 
It seems likely that the two-day training session would be suf­
ficient, although Richards and Jaffee (1972) have demonstrated 
marked increases in reliabilities as a result of training ob­
servers over longer periods of time. Finkle (1976) reports 
that some programs may devote two or three weeks to assessor 
training. Evidence for the most part (Thompson/ 1970; Green­
wood & McNamara, 1967) also indicates that ratings made by 
trained line managers do not differ significantly from those of 
professional psychologists with regard to means, standard devia­
tions, and reliabilities of assessment dimensions. 
Convergent Validity 
The finding of high convergent validity in some respects 
parallels findings in the literature of high inter-rater reli­
ability; raters generally agree to a great extent on the order­
ing of individuals at least on a global basis. This agreement 
occurred despite the fact that the raters were different and 
observed the assessees in different situations. This is an 
extremely important finding and one which would ensure the 
viability of assessment center ratings at least from a con­
struct validation standpoint if the assessees did not carry 
with them such potentially biasing factors such as age and 
appearance. The relation of assessment center ratings to both 
criterion variables (see Table 10) and predictor variables 
(see Table 9), also argues for the construct validity of the 
ratings. 
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The finding of large convergent validity must, however, 
be tempered by the equally large situation- or rater-bias 
found (the situation x person interactions). As discussed 
previously, while there is some evidence to suggest that people 
are ordered by raters differently in different situations, 
there is also evidence that a large "halo" factor is present 
which apparently increases convergent validity. 
Inspection of the correlations between assessment ratings 
and both predictor and criterion variables (Tables 9 and 10) 
reinforces the suggestion that some general factor may be 
inflating some of the correlations. Klimoski and Strickland 
(1977) have explicated the problem well. In addressing partic­
ularly criterion relationships with assessment center data, 
they suggested that a subtle criterion contamination phenomenon 
may inflate assessment validities when global ratings or other 
summary measures of effectiveness (e.g., salary, promotion, 
etc.) are employed as criteria. The inflation will occur if 
assessment ratings and criterion scores both contain a com­
ponent in common which may not be related to true performance. 
This component may be related to general halo, likability, 
having the "proper" background, appearance, or attitude. For 
example, salary growth or progress, promotions above first 
level, management level achieved and supervisor's ratings of 
potential have been widely used as criteria. However, it 
could be that assessment center staff members are able to 
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evaluate a candidate using all the data obtained from the point 
of view of the organization's decision-makers. Thus, what may 
exist is a special and subtle kind of "criterion contamination" 
or at best a demonstration of intuitively correctly "capturing 
the promotional policies" or biases of upper level managers 
charged with making promotional decisions. The data presented 
here support this notion. The criterion measures most highly 
correlated with assessment scores were potential ratings and 
salary progress which are two areas in which criterion contami­
nation could easily occur if, in fact, assessors were "captur­
ing the policy" of upper level managers. Indeed, when one 
considers that assessors are composed of general foremen and 
superintendents who are usually only two or three levels 
removed from the personnel who make selection decisions, this 
suggestion becomes extremely likely. 
It should be noted that the relationships between pre­
dictor and assessment variables, while probably net àâ mUCu 
contaminated by such "policy capturing" evaluations as 
assessment-criterion relationships, still are likely to 
incorporate a similar general factor of overall appearance such 
that a candidate can without much trouble appear to "look good" 
on both questionnaire responses and in assessment performance. 
Klimoski and Strickland (1977) suggested that the 
criterion contamination problem in assessment research might 
be circumvented by including as criteria more behavior-based 
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ratings and objective measures focused directly on performance. 
In other words, what is needed are predictive validity studies 
of performance. Unfortunately, the results of the present 
study have shown that assessment ratings show no predictive 
validity for either standard appraisal ratings of performance, 
rankings of job performance, or specially-developed job per­
formance ratings across a number of specialized dimensions. 
It is unclear why this should be the case, especially when in 
both cases raters are supervisors who should have the same 
frame-of-reference. However, it does emphasize the previous 
notion that a general factor which has nothing to do with per­
formance may pervade certain predictor-assessment-criterion 
relationships. 
Another possible explanation for the lack of predictive 
validity for performance measures lies in the fact that there 
is a very restricted range in the subject pool. First, appli­
cants for assessment were initially scrêênèu for acceptance to 
the program. Once through the program, only those who had been 
promoted to the supervisory position (approximately one out of 
every three employees assessed) had criterion data available. 
Thus, the restriction of range problem may be considerable. A 
truer and fairer test of predictive validity for performance 
ratings would be to include performance ratings for subjects 
who had not been promoted, or scored lower on assessment, thus 
broadening the range of scores. 
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Another possible source of shrinkage for predictive 
validity coefficients for performance measures could be due 
to problems with criterion reliability. However, criterion 
reliability figures are unavailable. 
Finally, it is likely that activities which intervene 
between assessment and job performance ratings obfuscate clear-
cut relationships. For instance, before assessees are put on 
the job as regular salaried foremen, they receive an average 
of three to four months of pre-supervisory training although 
the training is not uniform and varies in duration from plant 
to plant. This training may serve to strengthen areas of 
weakness observed in assessment so that, by the time criterion-
data are collected, the behavior of the promoted group has 
changed as a result of the intervening learning experience and 
thus is not highly individually related to assessment ratings. 
Person by Situation Interactions 
The large person by situation interactions would seem to 
indicate that, although there is good convergent validity in 
the matrices, it is method- or source-bound. However, the 
large interaction term could be due to either substantial sub­
jective source bias ("halo" by raters) or to the fact that 
assessees do indeed perform objectively differently in the 
various exercises. Although interpretation is confounded by 
both rater and situation effects operating simultaneously, it 
seems reasonable to expect that "halo" does not account for 
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the totality of the situational variance. Since the inter-
correlations among ratings between two different assessors are 
higher for the two exercises in which assessees were simul­
taneously observed, there must be something objective in addi­
tion to "halo" operating. Also, since there is a large pool of 
raters (approximately 100) distributed in random fashion over 
the exercises, it seems likely that much of the source bias due 
to raters would be part of error variance. Therefore, although 
"halo" confounds and tempers the finding of relatively large 
person variance, or convergent validity, there must be some 
additional variance attributable solely to the situation as 
well, although in the present analysis it was not separately 
estimated. 
The finding that there is some situational-specificity of 
behavior, although not surprising logically, is interesting 
methodologically in that the activities which are performed in 
the various situational exercises are not exceptionally differ­
ent overall. That is, they are all performed under fairly 
standardized conditions and within the same day. Most previous 
studies (e.g., Bern & Allen, 1974; Campus, 1974) of situational 
effects in personality research vary the situational dimension 
considerably more. 
In a recent review of the moderating effect of situations 
on ability-performance relationships, Schneider (1978) found 
that only three sets of variables, incentive systems, job 
characteristics, and leadership/management philosophies 
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("climates") have received research attention. Although these 
studies focus purely on the external situation rather than on 
the interaction between the situation and the individual, they 
are suggestive of research trends which treat situations as 
moderators of individual performance. For instance, in an 
experimental study, Frederiksen, Jensen, and Beaton (Note 5) 
were able to show that relationships between ability and per­
formance on particular kinds of In-Basket task factors varied 
as a function of the type of climate under which the executives 
worked. In a field study. Forehand (1968) divided 120 govern­
ment executives into group-centered and rules-centered work 
climates and found a strong effect of situation on ability-
performance relationships. However, these studies also varied 
the situational dimensions considerably more than the situa­
tional variable was varied in the current study and so they 
are not truly comparable. The small between-situation differ­
ences in ratings in the current study precluded such situation= 
al analyses. Had data been available on the more global situa­
tional effects of differential incentive systems, job character­
istics, and "climates," differential predictor-assessment-
criterion relationships among the present sample might have 
been studied; although with the restricted sample range it is 
doubtful that situational effects would have been powerful 
enough to emerge. 
Finally, it must be noted that the lack of studies 
addressing situational moderators is not surprising in research 
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in industrial-organizational psychology. Schneider (1978), 
Schmidt and Hunter (1978), and Nisbett (1977) have called into 
question the idea that situations moderate test validities and 
have suggested that we should continue to focus on main effect 
studies. In fact, Ghiselli (1956) was one of the first to 
caution against overzealousness in the pursuit of moderator 
variables. He advised that time might better be spent on more 
careful development of predictor and criterion variables. 
Consistency Scores 
As indicated above, there was some evidence for situa-
tional-specificity of behavior in the variance components 
analysis of the assessment rating matrices (i.e., relatively 
large person by situation interactions). There was also some 
indication that consistency scores related to scores on 
external variables in a uniform (albeit statistically non­
significant) manner. That is, with but a few exceptions, less 
variably rated persons were represented on the positive end of 
the scoring scales for both predictor and criterion variables. 
These results are in agreement with Fiske's (1957) report of 
intra-individual variability measures which, although correla­
tions did not reach conventional levels of statistical signifi­
cance, led him to suggest that low variability is found in 
subjects who are task-oriented and who present themselves in 
a favorable light. However as previously explained a more 
parsimonous explanation of both these results and those of 
Fiske is a scale artifact. 
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The lack of discriminant validity among factor ratings 
precluded the assessment of consistency over individual traits 
which would have given a more representative measure of the 
concept. As noted previously, the early research of Hartshorne 
and May (1928, 1929), Newcomb (1929), and Dudycha (1936) found 
little consistency from one situation to another at the level 
of specific behaviors. For example, Hartshorne and May (1928, 
1929) found so little consistency among diverse measures of 
"moral character" in a group of children that they concluded 
that such traits as deception, helpfulness, cooperativeness, 
persistence, and self-control are "groups of specific habits 
rather than general traits." At the level of trait consistency 
or higher abstractions, however, one finds more evidence for 
behavioral consistency» As Magnusson & Endler (1977) and 
Bowers (1977) have noted, there is a difference between medi­
ating variables (intervening variables, hypothetical constructs) 
and behavioral or reaction variables (overt behavior). One 
consequence of this is that we cannot use consistency or incon­
sistency at the reaction level as a basis for conclusions about 
consistency or inconsistency at the level of the mediating (or 
in the present study, trait) level. 
Although in the present study one would expect to find 
intra-individual differences in variability across the situa­
tions measured for the various traits according to the situa-
tional-specifity view, it appears that the traits or factors 
were defined and measured at a level of abstraction high enough 
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that coherence or consistency was perceived on a global basis 
(i.e., mediating variables) rather than at the specific level 
(i.e., reaction variables) and, thus, the cross-situational 
consistency hypotheses could not be adequately tested. 
The fact that assessees were rated on a global "good-bad" 
dimension is also consistent with attribution theory (e.g., 
Jones & Nisbett, 1971; Kelley, 1967). For example, research 
has shown that people hold "implicit personality theories" of 
what traits and behaviors go with other traits and behaviors 
so that they generalize beyond data-based observations and may 
"see" positive correlations which are, in fact, not there. 
Moreover, "primacy" effects may bias perceptions such that 
later information or observations of a person may become 
assimilated into one's initial impression thus resulting in a 
more consistent overall perception of the person. Raters, 
thus, appear to be following these "person perception" patterns. 
The lack of discriminant validity among traits which 
precluded the measurement of cross-situational consistencies 
over individual traits also weakened the standard deviation 
scores which were generated to test the situational-specifity 
hypothesis. That is, since consistency scores were based on 
combinations of traits measured across situations, the measure 
may have been contaminated by many sources of variance (not 
the least of which was rater-bias). As was noted before 
(Magnusson & Endler, 1977), there are a number of interpreta­
tions and measures of cross-situational consistency in the 
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literature. One interpretation views consistency in terms of 
intrasubject differences in behavior between situations, the 
lack of differences implying consistency (i.e., absolute 
consistency, as measured here by the unstandardized SDl 
scores). In contrast, cross-situational consistency has been 
defined in terms of relationships of behavior across groups 
over subjects (i.e., relative consistency as measured here by 
the standardized SD2 scores). People may thus exhibit differ­
ences in their level of behavior across situations but never­
theless still be "consistent" in the sense of maintaining 
relative ranks across those situations. In the present study, 
these two scores were highly related. 
It should be noted, however, that these definitions of 
consistency entail one trait only, if consistency scores are 
based on combinations of trait ratings measured across situa­
tions, the intrinsic pattern of behavior becomes muddled. 
This may reflect the third, more fundamental, meaning of con­
sistency explicated by Magnusson and Endler (1977) which 
refers to behavior that is inherently lawful and hence pre­
dictable without necessarily being stable in either absolute 
or relative terms. Such patterns may only be interpreted in 
a meaningful way within the interactional model. As noted by 
Bern and Allen (1974), these cross-situational consistencies 
jnay only be tapped by adopting an idiographic approach to 
measurement. Traditional nomothetic assessment procedures 
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will yield evidence of cross-situational consistency "only if 
the individuals in the research sample agree with the investi­
gator' s a priori claim that the sampled behaviors and situa­
tions belong in a common equivalence class and only if the 
individuals agree among themselves on how to scale those 
behaviors and situations" (p. 510). Thus, according to Bern 
and Allen, one cannot, in principle, ever do any better than 
predicting some of the people some of the time. 
While the coherence of behavior concept has rarely been 
empirically explored, several researchers (e.g., Block, 1977; 
Bowers, 1977) are developing paradigms and planning strategies 
that may lead to knowledge of these regularities. Magnusson 
and Endler (1977) also have shown that, by using profile 
analysis, individual behavior across different situations can 
yield a consistent, idiographically predictable pattern. 
Future Research on Trans-situational Variability 
The search for meaningful interpretations and measures of 
cross-situational consistency or inconsistency in behavior has 
had an uneven history for those concerned with individual 
differences and personality. Theoretical debate abounds and 
issues relating to methodology are far from settled. Although 
the concept that sources of behavior should be sought not only 
in the individual but in the individual's interactions with 
his environment has intuitive appeal, one must conclude that 
it is premature to expect that the interactive model can have 
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applied utility in the field of industrial-organizational 
psychology. 
The present study demonstrated that the interactional 
frame of reference yielded a descriptive model of person by 
situation interactions within assessment center ratings. The 
analysis of variance portion of the study, although confounded 
by unknown degrees of rater-bias, indicated a substantial 
degree of person by situation variance. 
It should also be noted that, whereas the concept of 
absolute consistency is implicit in all studies employing the 
variance components approach and the concept of relative 
consistency is entailed in any correlational analysis of 
behavioral consistency (Lay, 1977) , the present study utilizing 
the Kavanagh et al. (1971) method of analyses of variance based 
upon correlations satisfied the requirements of both interpre­
tations of cross-situational consistency. Future interaction-
ist researchers may, therefore, want to consider using such an 
approach in order to bridge the methodological gap between 
diverse studies. 
However, in terms of predictive utility, the trans-
situational consistency scores generated from the assessment 
rating matrix showed no noteworthy relationships with either 
predictor or criterion measures and thus did little to advance 
the state of assessment center technology. These findings 
parallel those of other researchers (e.g.. Block, 1977; 
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Ghiselli, 1963; Fiske, 1957, 1961) who have found only uneven 
relationships with external variables. 
The suggestion that idiographic rather than nomothetic 
assessment could provide better measurement of the inter-
actionist position (cf., Bem & Allen, 1974; Magnusson & Endler, 
1977) also seems unwarranted in view of the nomothetic tradi­
tion inherent in industrial-organizational psychology. Con­
sidering that moderator research in general is viewed with 
some suspicion (cf., Schmidt & Hunter, 1978), it is thus con­
cluded that it is premature to apply idiographic measurement 
techniques until they have been further developed and shown to 
demonstrate some predictive utility. 
Both the concept and the measurement of cross-situational 
consistencies in performance, thus, await further clarification 
and development before a final judgment can be made concerning 
their ultimate usefulness. 
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Appendixes 
Appendix A; Example of Rating Summary Form 
Date 
Assessee Name 
Assessee Number 
Assessment Assessment Factors 
Situation Assessor I II III IV V VI VII VIII Overall 
Sealzo Case 
Interview 
In-Basket 
DwSôlT't 
Survival 
Promotional 
Problem 
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Appendix B; Description and Scoring of Criterion Variables and 
Instructions for Special Job Performance Ratings 
Standard Appraisals 
CI Appraisal-performance 1 = Outstanding 
2 = Highly effective 
3 = Good, competent 
4 = Needs slight improvement 
5 = Needs much improvement 
C2 Appraisal-5 year potential 1 = Probably will not 
advance beyond present 
level 
2 = Capable of advancing one 
more level beyond 
present classification 
3 = Capable of advancing 
two or more levels 
beyond present classifi­
cation 
C3 Appraisal-career potential 1 
2 
3 
Same as above 
Special Job Performance Ratings 
C4 Leadership 
C5 Job knowledge 
C6 Quantity of work 
C7 Decision-making 
C8 Communications 
C9 Cost control 
CIO Labor relations 
Cll Quality of work 
1-9 Special rating scale 
1-9 
1-9 
1-9 " 
1-9 
1-9 " 
1-9 " 
1-9 " 
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C12 Completing assignments 
C13 Planning and organizing 
C14 Human relations 
CIS Overall 
C16 Job performance ranking 
1-9 Special rating scale 
1-9 " " " 
1-9 " " " 
1_9 " " " 
0-100 
C17 Long-range potential rating 1 = Probably will not 
advance beyond present 
level 
2 = Capable of advancing one 
more level beyond present 
classification 
3 = Capable of advancing 2-3 
more levels beyond 
present classification 
4 = Capable of advancing 
more than 3 levels 
beyond present classifi­
cation 
Personnel Actions 
C18 Promotions 1 = Never promoted 
2 = Promoted 
C19 Transfers and reductions 1 = Transferred to hourly, 
at management's initia­
tive, exclusive of 
reductions in force 
2 = Transferred to hourly at 
own request 
3 = Transferred to lower-
level nonsupervisory 
salaried position at 
management's initiative, 
exclusive of reductions 
in force 
4 = Transferred to lower-
level nonsupervisory 
salaried position at own 
request 
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C19 (Continued) 5 = Transferred to an equi­
valent level non-
supervisory salaried 
position at management's 
initiative, exclusive of 
reductions in force 
6 = Transferred to an equi­
valent-level non-
supervisory salaried 
position at own request 
7 = Any of above transfers 
or reductions for reason 
of reduction in force 
8 = None of above (Use also 
if transferred, but 
transfers were to other 
foreman assignments) 
C20 Quits and discharges 1 = Discharged, released, or 
separated by management 
(does not include lay­
off due to reduction in 
force) 
2 = Voluntary quit 
3 = Neither of above 
C21 Salary progress Average increase per month; 
000.01 if no change. 
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SPECIAL JOB PERFORMANCE RATINGS 
FOREMAN SELECTION ASSESSMENT PROGRAM RESEARCH 
Instructions: You will be asked to rate one or more foremen on each of several job 
performance factors, which will be described seperately. In making your ratings, use the 
nine-point rating scale described below. 
1 The lowest possible rating. The person is extremely low on the job performance factor being 
rated. Appropriate descriptive terms are "completely unsatisfactory"; "greatly deficient"; 
"completely unacceptable". Totally fails to meet your expectations for acceptable 
performance on the factor. 
2 The next>to4owest rating. The person is very low on the job performance factor being rated. 
Appropriate descriptive terms are "deficient"; "poor"; "unsatisfactory". Falls considerably 
below your expectations for acceptable performance on the factor. 
3 A relatively low rating. The person is below average on the job performance factor being rated. 
Appropriate descriptive terms are "limited"; "weak"; "somewhat inefficient". Generally does 
not meet your expectations for acceptable performance on the factor. 
4 A low average rating. The person tends to be somewhat lower than average on the job 
performance factor being rated. Appropriate descriptive terms are "a bit weak"; "slightly 
below average"; "a little less than usual". Does not quite meet your expectations for 
acceptable performance on the factor, but does not miss them by much. 
5 The middle rating; the level of performance most often seen. The person is average on the job 
performance factor being rated. Appropriate descriptive terms are "typical"; "medium"; 
"neither particularly high or low"; "acceptable"; "satisfactory". Meets, but seldom exceeds or 
falls below your expectations for acceptable performance on the factor. 
6 A high average rating. The person tends to be somewhat higher than average on the job 
performance factor being rated. Appropriate descriptive terms are "slightly above average"; "a 
bit better than usual"; "fairiy strong". Slightly exceeds your expectations for acceptable 
performance on the factor. 
7 A relatively high rating. The person is above average on the job performance factor being rated. 
Appropriate ucscripiivc terms are "good"; "strong"; "effective". Generally exceeds your 
expectations for acceptable performance on the factor. 
8 The next-to-highest rating. The person is very high on the job performance factor being rated. 
Appropriate descriptive terms are "well above average"; "highly effective"; "very good". 
Considerably exceeds your expectations for acceptable performance on the factor. 
9 The highest possible rating. The person is extremely high on the job performance factor being 
rated. Appropriate descriptive terms are "outstanding"; "exceptionally good"; "superior". Far 
exceeds your expectations for acceptable performance on the factor. 
RATING DEFINITION 
Average 
This figure illustrates the distribution of the 
above ratings which would be expected in 
rating a typical cross-section of employes. Low 
\ 
4% I 7% 12% 17% 20% 17% 12% 7% 4% 
•V—^ y V—y " V ' V 
1  2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9  Rating 
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Points for Using the Job Performance Rating Scale 
For all ratings on the various job performance factors, the nine-point 
rating scale described on the yellow sheet will be used. The following 
points may be helpful in using this scale. 
Overview of the scale. While the definitions of each of the nine points 
on this scale may be difficult to remember exactly, the important things 
to keep in mind are that nine points are being used to reflect different 
levels of job performance, with ratings of 9, 5, and 1, respectively, 
being the highest, middle, and lowest ratings on this scale. Ratings 
of "6", "7", and "8" reflect increasing degrees of "Highness" between 
"5" and "9", and ratings of "4", "3", and "2" reflect increasing degrees 
of "Lowness" between "5" and "1". 
Making a rating. To make a rating, first attend carefully to the defi­
nition of the job performance factor to be rated. Be sure to base your 
rating only on the individual's performance on this factor, and not on 
any other area of job performance. 
When you have a clear understanding of the job performance factor you 
are to rate, then ask yourself "Is this foreman's performance high, 
about average, or low on this factor? " If your answer is "high", this 
would translate into a rating of 7, 8, or 9; "about average" means a 
rating of 4, 5, or 6; and "low" would indicate a rating of 1, 2, or 3. 
Once you have determined this, then ask yourself further questions to 
pinpoint the exact rating which the foreman should be given on the factor. 
For example, your first answer may have been "high", indicating a 
rating of 7, 8, or 9. Your next question would then be "just how high --
generally so? very much so? exceptionally or outstandingly so?" 
Here, "generally so" would indicate a rating of 7; "very much so" a 
rating of 8; and "exceptionally or outstandingly so" a rating of 9. 
Some additional points to remember; 
Uae the entire scale. You should use ratings around the 
middle, such as "4", "S", or "6", only if you feel the 
person really was in the middle on the factor you are rating. 
If the person is unusually good or unusually low, don't 
hesitate to use the more extreme ratings, such as "7", "8", 
"9", or "3", "2", and "1", to reflect this. The purpose of 
these ratings is to help distinguish those people who are 
better supervisors from those who are not as good, and it 
is not possible to do this if all people come out "average". 
2 
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Be as objective as you can in making the ratings. Try to 
concentrate on the actual things a rating item measures and 
on the candidate's true performance on these things. If you 
are rating a candidate's "Planning and Organizing", for 
example, try to think of those things which are really related 
to this (or to the lack of it). Avoid giving a high rating just 
because the assessee "looks organized", because of good 
performance in other areas, or because of other irrelevant 
reasons. 
Be conscious of the ratings you are making. Some raters 
tend to make all their ratings toward the high end of the 
scale; others tend to rate toward the low end. Other 
raters may tend to give a person high, (or low) ratings in 
all areas, because they feel that person is high (or low) in 
a few areas they consider very important; or because they 
make "global" judgments and think that, if a person is good 
(or poor) in some areas, he or she must be similarly good 
(or poor) in all others. You can catch these tendencies in 
yourself by occasionally reviewing the ratings you make. 
If you see that most of your ratings lean toward the high 
(or low) end of the scale, ask yourself if this really reflects 
the true performance of the persons you are rating; or if it 
is leniency, undue criticism, or some other tendency on 
your part. If it appears that you, and not the person you are 
evaluating, are the cause of these trends, correct your 
orientation to the ratings and review and revise, if 
necessary, the ratings you have completed. Occasional 
checks like this will help you maintain your objectivity and 
consistency in rating. 
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Appendix C; Description of Predictor Variables and Coding 
Questionnaire Variables 
List any positions or offices of leadership (since school) you 
have held in activities like civic groups, church groups, 
clubs, or other organizations. 
P.l Name of group 
P2 Position of leadership 
K3 Significant achievements in this 
position 
Code = number cited 
Code = number cited 
Code = number cited 
Significant training courses (other than high school or college). 
Indicate any schooling or training. 
Subject or name of course 
Was it completed? 
Code = number cited 
Code = number 
completed 
P6 Special skills, abilities, interests, 
and personal characteristics. List 
any special skills or abilities which 
you may have (such as bookkeeping, 
blueprint reading, public speaking, 
radio repair, woodworking, auto 
mechanic, etc.). Code = number cited 
P7 What are the magazines and 
publications you read regularly? Code = number cited 
What is your job objective? What kind of job do you want, in 
terms of kind of work, salary, prestige, and responsibility? 
P 8 In the next five years? 
P10 In the next ten years? 
P.12 By the time you retire? 
1-8 by salary range 
and job 
responsibilities 
As above 
As above 
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Realistically, what do you feel your chances are of reaching 
these job objectives? 
P9 In five years? 
Pll In ten years? 
PI3 By the time you retire? 
5 = Very good chance 
4 = Good chance 
3 = 50-50 chance 
2 = Limited chance 
1 = Little or no chance 
As above 
As above 
P14 How far did you go in school? 1 = Grade school 
2 = Some high school 
but did not 
graduate 
3 = Graduated from high 
school 
4 = Apprenticeship 
training 
5 = Technical school or 
junior college 
6 = Attended college 
but did not 
graduate 
1 - College graduate 
P15 What are your plans regarding 
your future education? 1 = No plans 
2 = Plan to finish 
high school 
3 = Plan to attend a 
technical school 
4 = Plan on serving an 
apprenticeship 
5 = Plan on attending 
a college or junior 
college on a part-
time basis 
6 = Plan on attending 
a college or junior 
college on a full-
time basis 
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P16 What was your scholastic standing 
in your high school class? 1 = In the upper 10% 
2 = In the upper 25% 
3 = In the upper 50% 
4 In the lower 50% 
5 = Did not attend 
high school 
P17 During high school, how many awards 
did you receive for outstanding 
school work, grades, etc.? 1 = None 
2 = One 
3 = Two 
4 Three or four 
5 = Five or more 
6 = Did not attend 
high school 
P18 When you were in high school , how 
much did you influence your 
friends and classmates? 1 = Very strongly 
2 = Quite a bit 
3 Somewhat 
4 Little 
5 Very little 
6 Not at all 
7 = Did not attend 
high school 
P19 How many of your children 
depend on you for financial 
support? 1 Don't have any 
children 
2 None 
3 One 
4 Two or three 
5 — Four or more 
Ill 
P20 How do you go about making 
decisions? 1 = Depend heavily on 
my emotions to 
guide me 
2 = Depend more on my 
emotions than on 
logical reasoning 
3 = Depend about 
equally on my 
emotions and logical 
reasoning 
4 = Depend heavily on 
logical reasoning 
to guide me 
P21 After you have thought about 
something and come to a 
conclusion, how difficult is 
it for someone else to change 
your mind? 1 = Not at all difficult 
2 = A little difficult 
3 = Somewhat difficult 
4 = Quite difficult 
5 = Extremely difficult 
P22 Which best describes you? 1 = A person of ideas 
2 = A person of action 
P23 How do you generally feel in a 
choice between a competitive 
and noncompetitive situation? 1 = Prefer the competi­
tive situation 
2 = Prefer both 
equally well 
3 = Prefer the non­
competitive 
situation 
P24 How upset are you if something 
you start is left unfinished? 1 = Highly upset 
2 = Considerably upset 
3 = Somewhat upset 
4 = Slightly upset 
5 = Not at all upset 
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Please indicate how much of each of the following character­
istics you have in comparison to all the people you have known. 
P25 Assertive, self-confident 
P26 Conscientious, reliable, hard­
working 
P27 Understand people, get along 
well with people 
P28 Influential, persuasive 
P29 Don't mind stress and difficult 
situations 
P30 Organized, follow up on 
projects to completion 
P31 Insightful, intelligent, solve 
problems quickly 
P32 Communicate well, others 
understand what I say 
1 = Very high (top 10%) 
2 = Above average 
3 = Average 
4 = Below average 
As above 
As above 
As above 
As above 
As above 
As above 
As above 
P33 How much confidence do you have 
in your abilities? 1 = Am self-confident 
in all situations 
2 = Am self-confident 
in most situations 
3 = Am self-confident 
in a few situations 
4 = Am rarely as self-
confident as I 
would like to be 
P34 In a group of 100 typical people 
on a job like yours, how do you 
think you would compare on 
job performance? 1 = At the top 
2 = In the top 25 
3 = In the top 50 
4 = In the top 75 
5 = In the bottom 25 
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How important is it to you that you get each of the following 
out of life in general? 
P35 Have a safe and secure job 1 = One of my greatest 
wants 
2 = Want more than most 
people 
3 = Want as much as 
most people 
4 = A little is enough 
for me 
5 = Want very little 
or not at all 
P36 Be respected by others because I 
have a good job As above 
P37 Develop myself by learning new 
skills As above 
P38 Get good pay for the work I do 
P39 Use the energy I have and be 
active most of the time 
P40 Be with other people and 
enjoy them 
P41 Get recognition for doing an 
extra good job whenever I can 
How much do you think that doing a good job as a supervisor 
will help you to get each of the following out of life? 
P42 Have a safe and secure job 1 = Doing a good job 
will help me more 
than anything else 
to get what I want 
in this area 
2 = Doing a good job 
will help me a lot 
to get what I want 
3 = Doing â gôôd job 
will help somewhat 
4 = Doing a good job 
will help a little 
5 = Doing a good job 
has little or 
nothing to do with 
helping me get 
what I want 
As above 
As above 
As above 
As above 
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P43 Be respected by others because I 
have a good job As above 
P44 Develop myself by learning new 
skills As above 
P45 Get good pay for the work I do As above 
P46 Use the energy I have and be 
active most of the time As above 
P47 Be with people and enjoy them As above 
P48 Get recognition for doing an 
extra good job whenever I can As above 
P49 How much are your abilities 
used on the job you now have? 1 = The job is as much 
or even a little 
more than I can 
handle 
2 = The job is about 
right for me 
3 = The job is a little 
too easy for me— 
I could do some 
harder things 
4 = The job is much too 
easy for me—I 
could do much 
harder things 
How much importance do you place on each of the following 
factors in considering how satisfied you are with a job? 
P50 
P51 
P52 
P53 
Making full use of your knowledge 
and skills 
Learning and developing new-
knowledge and skills 
Salary 
Opportunity to get ahead 
1 = Great importance 
2 = Moderate importance 
3 = Little importance 
4 = No importance 
As above 
As above 
As above 
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P54 Having congenial, likable 
co-workers As above 
P55 Working on a variety of things As above 
P56 Having freedom to suggest and 
carry out new ideas As above 
P57 Fair evaluation in terms of 
your ability As above 
P58 Good working conditions (space, 
little noise, little dirt, etc.) As above 
P59 How do you feel about the amount 
of pressure on your job? 1 = There is far too 
much pressure 
2 = There is little too 
much pressure 
3 = Amount of pressure 
is reasonable 
4 = Sometimes wish 
there was a little 
more pressure on 
the job 
P60 How much personal satisfaction do 
you want to get from a job as a 
supervisor? 1 
2 = 
3 = 
I want most of my 
personal satisfac­
tion to come from 
on-the-job 
activities 
I want about equal 
personal satisfac­
tion from on-the-
job and off-the-job 
activities 
I want most of my 
personal satisfac­
tion to come from 
off-the-job 
activities 
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P61 Describe the supervisor you liked 
best among all you have had 1 = Let me do just 
about what I wanted 
to 
2 = Gave some super­
vision, but I had 
some leeway, too 
3 = Supervised my work 
very closely 
P62 How good do you think you would 
be as a supervisor? 1 = In the top 5% 
2 = In the top 20% 
3 = In the upper 50% 
4 = In the lower 50% 
Background Variables 
P63 Birthdate Code = year of birth 
P64 Tenure Code = service date 
(year) 
P65 Education Code = years 
P66 Months as per diem foreman Code = number of months 
P67 Months as regular foreman Code = number of months 
P68 Sex 1 = male 
2 = female 
P69 Minority status 1 = Caucasian 
2 - Black 
3 = Spanish 
4 = Oriental 
5 = American Indian 
